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INTRODUCTION 
In the quest for Improved educational programs with greater clientele 
acceptance, participation, and impact, the search continues for more 
effective needs assessment strategies. Designing needs assessments that 
respond to the many information needs of planners at the state and local 
levels poses unique challenges, particularly to the Cooperative Extension 
Service as it expands to reach new audiences (Jones-Webb & Nickols, 1984; 
Plisho, 1983; Veres, 1980) and a diverse mix of interest groups (Oliver, 
1977; Warner & Christenson, 1981). 
Despite the volumes written about needs assessment, the concept of 
need as a basis for educational programming has risen with a minimum of 
critical study and analysis (Archambault, 1957; Minish, 1977; Sork & 
Buskey, 1986). Most of the needs assessment literature describes 
alternate techniques for gathering information (Barbulesco, 1980), but 
very little is known about what planners do (Dohr & Finley, 1979; 
Pennington & Green, 1976; Sork, 1981) and how programs come about (Nowlen, 
1980). 
One of the reoccurring themes in the adult education literature is 
that needs assessment should be a "formal harvesting of information" 
(Brown, 1982, p. 100), and a precise and systematic diagnosis of the 
situation with which to base programming decisions (Barbulesco, 1980; 
Bergevin, 1967; Hatfield, 1983; Pesson, 1966; McKenzie, 1973; Walker, 
1971; Witkin, 1975). "The formal assessment of need has held a long and 
honored position as an integral part of the program planning process and 
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as a critical responsibility of every planner" (Beatty, Sabino, & 
Tsui-Chan, 1981, p. 1). 
According to Knox (1978), McKinley (1971), and Pennington (1980b), 
the reason planners condu, <: needs assessments is to identify promising 
ideas for new and modified programs so that they are responsive to current 
or prospective clientele. Needs assessment information is described as 
having an impact on decisions about the allocation of resources (Bergum, 
1978; Pennington, 1980a), found to legitimize efforts (Griffith, 1978), 
and also has been noted to raise expectations (Hoke, 1983). 
Crunkilton (1982) and Smith, Taylor, and Woeste (1983) assert that 
programs without sound planning run the risk of both failing and wasting 
resources. The result is often "an incoherent, patchwork quilt" of ideas 
(U.S. National Commission on Excellence in Education, 1983) and the 
trivial pursuit of programs (Patton, 1985). 
While literature strongly endorses formal needs assessment 
procedures, observation indicates that there is a discrepancy between 
theory and practice, i.e., the science and the art of needs assessment 
(Cross, 1979; Jones, 1973). A systemmatic approach to planning, according 
to Brackhaus (1984), McMahon (1970), and Pennington (1980b), is probably 
the most important and yet the most neglected step in program development. 
Those that have described this situation seem to view formal needs 
assessment on one hand and intuitive, haphazard, "need less" (Brackhaus, 
1984), "shot-gun" (Smith, Taylor, & Woeste, 1983), and "flying by the seat 
of one's pants" (Pennington & Green, 1976) programming on the other. 
3 
In a philosophical paper, Brackhaus (1984) warns of the failure of 
planners to conduct formal needs assessment; who prefer to plan on the 
basis of tradition, public relations appeal, intuition, faddism, political 
power, or greater utilization of resources. Atwood (1973) concurs, 
believing that many programs are developed on the basis of appropriateness 
to another setting, snap judgments, and available resources. 
As a rebuttal to the Brackhaus (1984) article, Scissons (1984) 
states, "Even as one who has conducted many large quantitative needs 
assessment studies, I would not be so bold as to discount intuition and 
other methods...perhaps they are not needs assessment methods...but they 
are methods nonetheless, and they can be very good methods in certain 
circumstances" (p. 105). Scissons (1984) also reported the lack of 
comparative studies to dismiss any type of needs assessment definition or 
method. He noted, along with Apps (1985), Bruce (1964), and Oliver 
(1977), that only by combining formal and Informal needs assessment 
techniques that successful programs may be developed. 
According to Barbulesco (1980), it may be inappropriate to list 
hard-and-fast rules for conducting needs assessments because procedures 
are too new and constantly evolving. "We must respect the multiple nature 
of inputs into the planning process..and step back from the audience we 
serve and critically analyze the situation before taking action" (Oliver, 
1977, p. 21). 
English and Kaufman (1975) also assert that there is no one correct 
way to do a needs assessment because educational settings and situations 
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are different. "All methods are valid under appropriate conditions" 
(McMahon, 1970, p. 35). 
Authors such as Brown (1982), Cole (1981), Foutz (1983), and Nowlen 
(1980) claim that the number of information sources used in planning may 
actually be a function of the experience of the adult educator and that 
the ability to select the most effective technique for a given purpose is 
best developed through well-evaluated experiences and knowledgeable 
experimentation. 
Knox (1982) notes that "as with experts in any field, more 
experienced administrators who are coordinating a familiar program seldom 
use formal methods, but deal more flexibly with the flow of decisions" (p. 
66). The lack of intuitive and other program development procedures 
"...leads to either rigidity or lack of leadership because the 
administrator is unable to adapt to the situations that may arise" (p. 
6 6 ) .  
In a study of "successful" program planners, Pennington and Green 
(1976) found very little needs assessment being conducted. In the 
analysis of their program planning practices, program origin was noted as 
the first step. Indicating something much broader than needs assessment. 
Another significant finding of this study was the "overlaps" between the 
origin of the idea and each subsequent planning step or stage, implying 
that program ideas could originate anywhere in the planning process. 
Building on Pennington and Green's (1976) work, Nowlen (1980) focused 
on the need to study origins of programs and to provide a useful rationale 
for determining appropriate needs assessment activities. He delineated 
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five major areas for which program origins may likely be determined and 
hypothesized that, if practitioners were more aware of the origins of 
their programs, they would utilize a variety of procedures to assess 
needs, generate and" refine programs, plan strategies, and explore 
desirable alternative futures. Nowlen (1980) used the term "origins" 
rather than the more familiar "needs assessment" in order to be as 
inclusive as possible of the influences at work in the "disciplined minds 
of adult educators" (p. 14); formal needs assessment being only one of a 
number of procedures used in order to generate, locate, select, or refine 
program ideas. 
Justification for the Study 
Competition for a finite amount of resources points to the importance 
of effectively and efficiently identifying the areas of greatest potential 
which will benefit both the clientele and the adult education agency. 
Doyle and Ponder (1975) noted that the study of program origins may 
shed light on the planner's use or nonuse of needs assessment methods. 
This information would be particularly helpful to those organizations 
serving "a broad cross section of adults in a geographic area" 
(Pennington, 1980b, p. 4) and to those whose need determination is 
important at all levels of planning (Brackhaus, 1984). 
Accountability may be increased as the knowledge of program origin 
may provide interpretation and rationale for decisions about programs. 
Discovering the extent to which needs originate within a sponsoring agency 
and/or target audience (Brockett, 1984) may help determine what is the 
most effective role of the educator, and aid in the determination of 
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appropriate program planning procedures. Perhaps more formal techniques 
are best suited for more structured and long-range programs (Barbulesco, 
1980). Informal methods may focus on probable needs more precisely 
determined by formal methods. It may also be that several informal 
methods are used in lieu of one method that is more formal in nature. 
Certainly, a look at the origin of specific programs may assist to 
integrate the abundance of literature and perhaps eliminate some of the 
confusion surrounding needs assessment as a part of the planning process 
(Lee, 1973). Generating questions which would suggest additional research 
and discussion would also be another likely result of this study. 
The objective of the present study, therefore, is to determine 
whether programs of extension home economists originate by other than 
formal or intuitive means and if these origins are influenced by the 
characteristics of the home economist or the type of home economics 
program (program emphasis). To do this, the research study will attempt 
to identify the origins of extension home economics programs in seven 
midwestern states, examine to what extent these origins are representative 
of the origins outlined by Philip Nowlen (1980), and compare the 
categories of origin with the independent variables related to the 
characteristics of the heme economist and the program emphasis. 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in 
Research reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare 
of the human subjects were adequately protected, that risks were 
outweighed by the potential benefits and expected value of the knowledge 
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sought, that confidentiality of data was assured, and that informed 
consent was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
The purposes of this study were to; identify the origin of extension 
home economics programs in seven midwestem states, to examine to what 
extent these origins are representative of the categories outlined by 
Philip Nowlen (1980), and to compare the categories of origin with the 
independent variables related to the characteristics of the home economist 
and the emphasis of the program. 
To provide background information and rationale for the study, the 
review of literature centers around two basic questions: (1) what is the 
basis for formal needs assessment in adult education and extension, and 
(2) what evidence do we have that programs have other origins. This 
information will be presented in the following sections: basis for formal 
needs assessment in adult education, basis for formal needs assessment in 
extension service literature, evidence that programs have origins other 
than formal needs assessment, and Nowlen's (1980) program origins. A 
summary will follow each section. 
Basis for Formal Needs Assessment in Adult Education 
The existence of needs assessment has been traced back several 
thousands of years (Tuomisto, 1981). Current thinking about needs 
assessment, however, is largely attributed to John Dewey's 
learner-oriented approach developed in the early part of the century 
(Moore, 1980), and later, to Ralph Tyler's (1949) expansion of these ideas 
in a rationale of curriculum development. 
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Tyler (1949) was largely responsible for bringing to light the need 
to identify and clearly define purposes for educational programs. He 
concluded that curricular plans were often Ineffective because a clear 
conception of the most significant aspects of a situation and problems 
were not being realized. Tyler (1949) proposed that needs assessment 
could be a reaction to relieve the forces that bring about situational 
imbalance, lack of adjustment, or deficiency. 
Tyler's (1949) definition of need as a difference between what "ought 
to be" or "should be" has prevailed in the literature (English & Kaufman, 
1975; Knowles, 1970; Williamson, 1984). This is a widely held definition, 
according to Boone (1985), Mazmanlan (1977), and Moore (1980), and was 
called the "traditional medical model" by Buhler (1968) because of its 
diagnostic focus. 
According to Apps (1985), Brereton, (1972) and Walker (1971), the 
basis for the conventional program planning model (Figure 1), the 
framework for most planning models used today, resulted from four 
questions proposed by Tyler (1949): 
(1) What educational purposes should the school 
seek to attain? 
(2) What educational experiences can be provided 
that are likely to attain these purposes? 
(3) How can these educational experiences be 
effectively organized? 
(4) How can we determine whether these purposes can 
be attained? (p. 1). 
Though Walker (1971) noted the impact of Tyler's definition and 
rationale and Brown (1982) has documented Tyler's long-term Influence in 
extension service planning, not all have accepted his views (Apple, 1979; 
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I. Need 
Determinatioa 
5. Program 
Evaluation 
2. Selling 
Program Objective 
Recycle 
4. Program 
Implementation 
3. Program 
Design 
Figure 1. The classical program planning model (Brereton, 1972) 
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Collins, 1983). Some have felt his approach to needs inhibited creativity 
(Apps, 1985), and that it "stopped short of providing opportunities for 
people to go beyond suirvlval, to grapple with what it means to be human, 
to discover hidden talents and potentials, and to enhance their 
institutions and communities" (Boone, 1985, p. 122). 
Day and Baskett (1982) wrote: 
Tyler's view of need is simplistic. His focus on 
the attainment of objectives does not allow for 
natural or unanticipated learning during the course 
of a problem and inadvertently leads the educator to 
view all learning in terms of demonstrable 
behavior... (p. 146). 
In terms of Tyler's (1949) definition, Dearden (1971) also argued 
that the absence of a state of affairs does not create a need because need 
is a normative concept and cannot be determined by empirical means. 
Fleece (1959) remarked that while ought or should statements "are based on 
a laudable desire to make better decisions...nothing makes a man (or a 
woman) more suspiciously resentful than an effort to teach him (or her) in 
areas considered to be a matter of opinion" (p. 191). Because the 
diagnosis of needs is often shaped by present conditions or perceptions, 
Veres (1980) reported that decisions are likely to be based on familiar 
settings and techniques at the expense of trends and innovation. 
Authors have also questioned the strict adherence to the Tylerian 
planning model (Kiowles, 1970). Bruce (1964) noted that "we tend to 
assume all good planning will involve a single process which always begins 
with a problem and ends with a solution" (p. 233); that there is a "right 
way" to plan (Apps, 1985; Kliebard, 1975). But "attempting to fit a 
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single programming approach to all programming may be more of a problem 
than following no programming approach at all" (Apps, 1985, p. 188). 
In actuality, there is very little evidence that need, needs 
assessment, or the planning process, for that matter, has been studied 
extensively. This is supported by the reviews of Brereton (1972), Day and 
Baskett (1982), Meister and Evers (1985), and by Sork and Buskëy's (1986) 
study of 93 publications in the field of adult education. The Sork and 
Buskey (1986) study concluded that most of the planning models were based 
on the author's own ideas or on models proposed 20 years ago or more. 
There is evidence in the literature that the definition of need is 
quite variable among authors (Archambault, 1957; Cassara, 1980; McMahon, 
1970; Knox, 1979). Knox (1979) said the whole concept is surrounded by 
"fuzzy thinking;" though much discussion surrounds the question of need 
vs. want (Brackhaus, 1984; Cognetta, Bachelder, Burchyns, Halverson, & 
Price, 1981; Soofi, 1984) and whether the planner should be concerned 
primarily about programs or problems (Beery, 1984). 
Two studies (Green, 1975; Jones, 1973) concluded that formal needs 
assessment is a necessary aspect of program development. However, this 
recommendation did not seem to be based on an analysis of need or needs 
assessment, but was likely stated in response to preconceived notions 
about needs or to findings inconsistent with expected outcomes. 
Although there is much discussion to the contrary, there is also 
little support that formal needs assessment (specified in most works with 
regard to: interest inventories, surveys, interviews, observations, 
questionnaires, organizational and census data, tests and advisory 
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committee input) has a substantial impact on program development outcomes 
(Harris, 1984; McMahon, 1970; Pennington, 1980a; Soofi, 1984). 
Kempfer's (1951) study of continuing education practitioners showed 
no relationship between needs assessment approaches used, activities that 
materialized, the survival of those activities that were started, or the 
attendance at those activities. Keller and Miller (1983) and Sork (1981) 
noted that programs that fail have not been studied enough to predict what 
efforts will assure successful outcomes. 
Summary 
There appears to be a lack of strong evidence to support the sole use 
of formal needs assessment procedures in the adult education literature. 
Little research has been conducted to determine the relationship of formal 
needs assessment activities to successful outcomes in adult education. 
One may ask, where does the basis for formal needs assessment come? 
One answer may lie in the training of the author and their experience with 
research; where formal, diagnostic, and empirical methods are specified. 
If this is true, it seems unusual that among the literature reviewed in 
the adult education field, very few of the cautions, disadvantages, or 
sample size specifications usually found in research texts were noted. 
Despite the many definitions of need and the lack of evidence that 
formal needs assessment makes any difference to outcome, needs assessment 
is destined to prevail in adult education literature, according to 
Griffith (1978), Komisar (1961), and Sweigert (1968), because the very 
term indicates and perpetuates its importance. 
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The next section discusses the basis for needs assessment In the 
extension service literature, primarily the use of advisory committee 
input as a method of formal needs assessment. 
The Basis for Formal Needs Assessment 
in the Cooperative Extension Service Literature 
In extension literature, much of the focus is placed on 
learner-oriented needs derived from advisory committee inputs. The 
principle of citizen participation in federal programs has been affirmed 
through a variety of legislative acts and administrative regulations (Dohr 
& Finley, 1979). 
The formation and use of advisory committees were strongly endorsed 
in 1965 guidelines (Khowles, 1979), established by the Extension Committee 
on Organization and Policy (also known as ECOP). Barbulesco (1980) 
proposed that the reason for the popularity of advisory committees in 
extension service planning may have resulted from the fact that most 
diagnostic methods do not provide face-to-face contact or interaction. 
Boyle (1981) and subsequent authors have noted that the use of 
advisory committees is helpful In bringing about greater accuracy In 
decision making, speeding the process of change, assisting people to 
identify their most critical problems, involving people in the planning 
process as a learning experience, and in providing public relations and 
support for the extension program. Hamilton (1971) noted that the 
advisory committee provided the chief means of organized linkage between 
extension staffs and their publics. 
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Apps (1985) and Waldman (1984) have said that planners tend to "shun" 
participation in program planning decisions, preferring that their 
clientele generate program ideas. The preference for not being directly 
involved in the planning process may stem from the needs assessment 
literature that implies that diagnostic procedures be politically neutral 
(Tuomisto, 1981), democratic (Boone, 1985; Button, 1970; Brunner, 1959), 
concrete, and objective (Walton, 1969). As early as 1958, Lippitt, 
Watson, and Westley stressed that the extension agent must exhibit 
considerable objectivity in working with people, warning that these agents 
sometimes think they know what is best for their clientele. 
Since that time, findings from several studies served to discredit 
the planner's role by comparing what the professional planners identify as 
needs and what local advisory groups identify. For example, Whale (1966) 
found only a 17 percent agreement between citizen groups and extension 
professionals in Brown County, Wisconsin. Haskell (1985) identified 
significant differences between citizen's groups and professionals in Iowa 
even when individuals in these groups were paired by demographic 
variables. Williamson (1984) found similarities in philosophy among 
extension groups and professional home economists (though not among the 
clientele in the county), but speculated that the planning groups had been 
conditioned by the home economist or the specialist's statement of trends. 
Studies do indicate that advisory committees do maintain a 
significant influence on the planning process. When information sources 
were ranked by 110 continuing educators (Hertllng and Greenburg, 1974), 
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information received from "contacts with groups and organizations" was 
ranked as the most valuable aid in the planning process. Dohr and Finley 
(1979) found that extension committees were used in the 41 of the 48 cases 
studied. Kempfer's (1951) study also concluded that committees were 
widely used. 
But several flaws have been noted regarding the sole use of advisory 
committee inputs as a means of extension program development. While 
others were designing studies that showed differences in need 
interpretation among planners and advisory committees, Fletcher (1979) 
designed a study to measure the accuracy of advisory committee predictions 
of population needs in home economics topics. 
In this study, both extension service planning committee predictions 
and the actual interests from a random sample of the population were 
obtained in one metropolitan and three rural Idaho counties. Fletcher 
(1979) found that committees do not predict accurately enough to warrant 
basing all program decisions on this one source of information, though 
committee predictions were found to be most accurate in the areas of food 
and money. 
Oliver (1977) suggested that the emphasis on "grass roots philosophy" 
(use of lay people) in extension as the sole or major determiner of need 
is a "debatable point" (p. 20). "Historically, the extension service has 
responded to...situations, not at the grass roots level, but at the 
international, national, and state levels as well" (Oliver, 1977, p. 20). 
It is common knowledge, according to Sarthory (1977), that the government 
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may externally Impose educational and societal needs on an agency and then 
mandate programmatic responses to them. 
Cohn (1976) suggested that planning, programming, and budgetary 
issues facing agencies today are complex and present many problems for the 
citizen to handle. Fleisher (1976) noted that citizen participation in 
planning often requires too much time and effort for the benefits gained. 
Vested interests may receive unequal treatment, and committees may not 
only lack representation, but knowledge and skills as well. 
Even some of the benefits that have long been assumed to be part of 
committee participation, e.g., heightened feelings of commitment and 
responsibility toward learning, have been questioned in a recent study by 
Rosenblum (1982). This author, however, did not discredit (nor did she 
study) the educational rationale that participation in planning may yield 
more relevant needs assessment, goals, and learning methods. 
Nordin's (1984) study of home economics advisors (extension agents) 
concluded that as these county workers gained experience in their jobs, 
they ranked "clientele inquiries and group input" as progressively less 
useful. 
Committees composed of persons with heterogeneous characteristics 
were perceived in an Indiana study of extension home economics programs 
from four counties (Hancook, 1983) as producing ideas more pertinent to 
community needs than when committee members were more homogeneous in 
nature. This study, however, did not identify that obtaining consistent 
participation from a heterogeneous committee may be difficult to obtain 
(Yep, 1974), or that "experts" included in the group may inhibit, 
18 
intimidate, or otherwise prevent others from participating as a group 
(Schultz, 1983). 
While the literature recommends that advisory committee participants 
are representative of the community, Beal, Bohlen, and Raudabaugh (1962) 
have found that larger groups tend to defeat some of the basic advantages 
of having an advisory group in the first place. According to these 
researchers, as the size of the group increases (particularly in groups of 
six to 12, and 12 or more), there appears to be a tendency to use formal 
procedures and to strive less for consensus. 
"There is a tendency for groups to reach solutions or decisions 
without exploring the points of view of all members. Groups appear to be 
just as guilty as individuals acting as separate entities of not seeking 
relevant expert information before making a decision" (Beal et al., 1962, 
p. 117). 
Summary and discussion 
In the first section, it was pointed out that very little evidence 
exists to support the sole use of formal needs assessment methods. 
While advisory committees appear to be the most selected form of 
formal needs assessment in recent studies of extension programs, there are 
some noted flaws in using this method as a sole determiner of need. As 
further evidence that the use of advisory committees has limitations are 
the number of new group techniques introduced in recent years, e.g., 
nominal group techniques (Delbecq & Van de Ven, 1977) designed to 
counteract these problems. 
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The next section focuses on the support for other means of needs 
assessment; more Informal methods of obtaining information about problems, 
needs, and opportunities, and their basis in the literature. 
Evidence that Programs Have Origins 
Other than Formal Needs Assessment 
Introduction 
According to Bruce (1964), there may be "a distinct possibility that 
our (preconceived) procedures for planning and the principles on which 
they are based are inadequate for our purposes and, in many cases, just 
plain wrong" (p. 221). Bruce (1964) cited as evidence that many 
recalcitrant extension workers have for years carried out highly 
successful programs without engaging in formal planning, and that 
continually working with new areas of subject matter and audiences, old 
procedures do not always provide an efficient basis for devising workable 
programs. (The latter reason has also been supported by Daloz (1983), 
Dillman (1985), Duft (1969), McMahon (1970), Topor (1983), and Verner 
(1967).) 
Day and Baskett (1982) contended that the current model of program 
planning may not be congruent with actual behavior or the needs of 
professionals in the field. 
In 1973, Jones asked the question, "do theoreticians and 
practitioners generally agree on the process by which educational programs 
for adults should be organized and administered?" (p. 89). He conducted a 
study of ten renown professors of adult and continuing education and had 
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them rate the Importance of certain program planning guidelines. He also 
surveyed their use by practitioners. 
Jones (1973) found that in general the guidelines recommended highly 
by professors of adult education were practiced infrequently by the 
practitioners, and those guidelines which were rated of little importance 
by the professors were frequently practiced by the practitioners (p. 89). 
Witkin's (1977) survey of participants at a conference on needs 
assessment found that practitioners desire a process "which will give them 
the most payoff for the least expenditure of time and effort" (p. 13). 
Because of the discrepancy between what is said should be done and 
what appears to be done, it is speculated that needs assessment may be the 
most misunderstood (Fidler & Loughran, 1980) and threatening (Collins, 
1974) of all the steps in the planning process. Needs assessment, in 
addition to evaluation, "has the distinction of giving program planners 
more feelings of guilt about their professionalism than anything else," 
according to Harris (1984, p. 39). 
Information source studies 
Hertling and Greenburg's (1974) study of extension workers found that 
interviews and questionnaires were used primarily to solicit suggestions 
for program offerings. Contacts were also made with employers, employee 
groups, and other organizations (only 46 percent indicated that they 
worked with an advisory council). 
Key informants were recognized as sources of information to the 
planner as were other public information groups, including: newspapers 
and other mass media, reports of government agencies, and public 
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organizations, census reports, and town, city, or county records. 
Miscellaneous sources, such as contacts with faculty members and 
administrators, and the use of professional literature, were cited. 
While Brown (1982) Interviewed only five extension home economists, a 
number of sources for collecting Information were given. Home economists 
that were employed longer were noted as giving a greater number of sources 
than those only employed a short time. Brown (1982) condensed data about 
Information sources given by the home economists and recommended further 
study of the following broad categories: organizational sources, audience 
sources, audience-related sources (key informants), and the planner's 
personal sources. Brown (1982) found that the "more informal methods of 
determining educational need seem to provide quite useful Information" (p. 
98) and that "informal needs assessment and priority setting, which 
sometimes occurs simultaneously, may be a valid method" (p. 100) of 
assessing needs. 
In 1951, Kempfer studied 37 sources of information used by 
administrators of public schools and community college adult programs 
throughout the United States to identify educational needs and Interests. 
While advisory groups with community representation ranked high in terms 
of benefit, so did other sources: business liasons, other community 
organization inputs, requests, deficiency studies of adults, examination 
of census data and similar published surveys, examination of catalogs, 
schedules and publicity materials, being sensitive to civic, personal, and 
social problems that can be alleviated by education, checking on known 
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Interests of people, and utilization of checklists, and other Interest 
finders. 
The most significant finding, according to Kempfer (1951) was that 
none of the procedures seemed to be detrimental to the needs assessment 
process. "No method tested was valueless although some of the most widely 
used had the least value (to the respondents) and some used by only a few 
directors were of the most value" (p. 63). 
The best source of information was found to be the use of a 
combination of methods. "If a program uses many approaches, it is likely 
to serve many population groups, to engage in more cooperative activities 
with other adult education organizations, and to utilize more methods for 
coordinating its activities with others in the community than is true of 
program planning employing only a few approaches" (Kempfer, 1951, p. 17). 
One of the common threads in the study of information sources is 
that, contrary to the needs assessment philosophy of extension, the 
planner should make the primary determination of program need. According 
to Grabowski (1983), the Cooperative Extension Service is structured so 
that most of its personnel are not only in regular contact with clientele 
but are confronted dally with the consequences of planning efforts. The 
use of planner Intuition or "hunches" were noted in all three of the 
previous studies, but much of this was said to be due to the planner's 
experience (Hertling & Greenburg, 1974), educational training, personal 
observations, as well as the educator's need to advance self and the 
organization (Brown, p. 41). Kempfer (1951) noted that clues which 
inspired hunches were reported to have come from: conversations. 
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newspapers, radio programs, travel, becoming acquainted with a potential 
teacher, listening to the public, and noticing the hobbles of others. 
Theoretical basis 
From a theoretical standpoint, Walshok (1982) proposed that extension 
planners should have links into a variety of networks in order to learn 
the nature of the demand or potential demand for an educational service in 
his or her community. Kuh (1981) suggested that at least three methods of 
data collection be used to Increase the validity of needs assessment. 
This would not be difficult to do, according to Apps (1985), "for the 
educator may be well aware of research In a particular area, may have 
experience with its application, and may be able to distinguish wants and 
needs (Baker, 1984), or be able to investigate or verify problems and the 
extent to which the symptoms are actually the effect of the supposed 
problem (McKlnley, 1971, p. 76). 
Walker (1971) proposed that in the planning process it is the planner 
who begins with some notion of what is possible and desirable, beliefs 
about what relations hold between existing theories, and the planner's own 
personal alms. Though he did not speculate on the extent to which 
intuition or hunches proved to be valuable or harmful in the planning 
process. Walker (1971) did recognize their Influence. Walker's (1971) 
major concern, however, was that in their early work, these planners could 
restrict the scope of the remaining-decisions or input as to inadvertently 
close off a whole field of options. 
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Research studies of successful planners 
Based on the theoretical assumptions, Information source studies, and 
Walker's (1971) philosophy of planning, Pennington and Green (1976) 
studied program development processes used by "successful" planners (they 
did not specify how successful planners were determined) in six 
professions. This study brought to light some discrepancies between the 
planning models in the literature and those in actual practice. The 
overall picture portrayed by the data was that little formal needs 
assessment was actually being conducted. 
Lack of time, resources, and experience were cited as major reasons 
for this finding. "It struck the researchers that program development 
(was found to be) a form of administrative decision making" (Pennington & 
Green, 1976, p. 20). 
"The planning agent responded to a stimulus, usually a request or an 
idea for a continuing education activity, in a preliminary fashion to test 
its strength. If the strength of the stimulus was sufficient, resources 
were gathered to respond" (Pennington & Green, 1976, p. 20) to the idea. 
Pennington and Green (1976) found that while planners gave lip service to 
formal needs assessment activities, it became clear that personal values, 
environmental constraints, available resource alternatives, and other 
factors impinged on the program development process (p. 22). 
A flow chart was prepared to illustrate the planning process used by 
the planner. Data were then combined to yield a general model of program 
development (Figure 2). 
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Figure 2. Pennington and Green's (1976) model of program development 
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As others have suggested, planning was found to be a highly 
individualistic activity. Planners attended to each step or "cluster," 
but not always in a complete or ordered fashion. The assessment of need 
was not only found to exist at the beginning of each program effort, but 
to be on-going at all stages of development. 
In 1984, Ferguson and Berger studied what "successful" managers do in 
the restaurant business and noted some similar findings to that of 
Pennington and Green (1976). This study was cited because of the 
similarities in planning situations and problems that exist among both 
extension agents and restaurant management, including: working almost 
exclusively with volunteers and inexperienced help, close contact with 
clients and co-workers, managing in multiple stimulus settings, and the 
lack of uninterrupted time for planning. 
Many of the managers in the Ferguson and Berger (1984) study spent 
nearly half of their time in the reactive mode and very few followed any 
formalized planning scheme. When asked how they generated new or creative 
ideas, managers most frequently cited professional journals, observing 
other businesses, and listening to clients. They also said that they, 
"relied significantly on past experience and intuition" (p. 34). 
Planning functions were noted to be "lumpy" (sporatic) rather than 
continuous, and the researchers attributed this to the managers' lack of 
time for planning. Most of the planning, according to Ferguson and Berger 
(1984), was thought to occur in the manager's mind away from the work 
site. 
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One manager in the study was cited as being "continually in motion," 
talking to employers, vendors, and customers. This person was described 
as taking in a great deal of information from one-on-one discussions and 
also conveying a sense of concern to people because of these frequent 
personal encounters. A vice president and director of corporate planning 
found that this manager combined "the gathering of necessary information 
with simultaneous actions of planning..." (p. 38), the apparent 
fragmentation of effort being an effective style of planning and the sum 
of many small planning actions. 
Summary 
In the two cited research studies of successful planners, findings 
pointed to the lack of needs assessment being conducted, particularly 
formal needs assessment. Pennington and Green (1976) suggested that some 
of these respondents literally plan "by the seat of their pants" (p. 20). 
When confronted with their findings, most researchers recommended 
that formal needs assessment procedures be developed and training be 
established. No discussion or citations were noted, however, upon which 
they based their recommendations, and only in the Ferguson and Berger 
(1984) study did researchers mention the possible benefits of Informal 
methods. 
The information source studies, while somewhat old and lacking 
adequate subject selection, do point out that there may be more to 
planning than formal needs assessment activities and planner intuition. 
The theoretical input of several authors also points in this direction. 
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After a thorough investigation of the literature and his own 
philosophy of education, Philip Nowlen (P. Nowlen, Department of Adult and 
Continuing Education, University of Chicago, personal communication, 1985) 
came to the same conclusion. In the next section, Philip Nowlen's (1980) 
program origins are introduced, defined, and serve as the basis for 
studying a number of needs assessment aspects. 
Nowlen's (1980) Program Origins 
In 1980, based on much of the literature previously presented, Philip 
Nowlen delineated major areas for which program origins may likely be 
determined. He proposed that effective practitioners rely on many sources 
of program ideas. 
Nowlen's (1980) definition of origin included the generating, 
locating, selecting, and/or refining of ideas to be as "inclusive as 
possible of all the influences at work in the minds of adult educators" 
(p. 14), needs assessment being only one of a number of ways to determine 
origin. Other influences of program origin he noted as history, 
philosophy, operations, and context (Appendix I). 
While Nowlen's (1980) five criteria of origin have not been studied, 
much literature was found to support his ideas. The following is a 
description of each of the five categories and supporting reference 
information. 
History. History was described by Nowlen (1980) as a program 
influence in those programs resulting from an analysis of an agency's 
program goals and directions. History, according to Nowlen (1980), could 
also relate to the historical nature of adult education itself or to 
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mandates given by past legislation. The study of an agency's traditions 
was felt to reveal past program ideas as well as provide information that 
could develop program. 
Kaufman (1977) also noted that many models cite the sponsoring 
organization as a reference point in their needs assessment activities, 
though there seems to be a difference in the extent to which they feel the 
organization should be the major influence. According to Spikes (1985), 
the first step in any planning process begins with an analysis of what are 
the circumstances that surround an organization with regard to both its 
external and internal environments. 
The objectives and purposes of the sponsoring institution or agency 
may have an influence on the final determination of need, according to 
McMahon (1970). Mission statements of the organization (Brackhaus, 1984; 
English & Kaufman, 1975) and the rules and regulations of the agency 
itself (Riox, 1980) were mentioned as providing planning input. 
According to Nowlen (1980), a wide range of program ideas has 
emerged, along with various societal influences and professional 
initiatives. However, he noted that few practitioners seem familiar with 
historical trends. 
Philosophy. Philosophy and the values expressed in the literature 
and in current thinking were other factors that affect program origin, 
according to Nowlen (1980). Philosophy, he wrote, may be that of the 
program planner or those based on ideas formulated by theory. 
Much of the early research in education largely emphasized the 
philosophical approach (Mason & Bramble, 1978); however, there seems to be 
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a decline in attention to philosophy as reflected in professional 
publications. 
Philosophy is concerned with the values and meanings associated with 
ideas and practices. Monette (1979) found that the philosophy of 
education is basically a justification of the educational endeavors in its 
various modalities. 
The development of a learning process for adults must be founded on 
some belief, assumption, or philosophy that provides support and direction 
for the program (Bergevin, 1967). A philosophy of adult education 
necessarily implies a social understanding reflecting professional 
preparation, reading, observation, discussion with experts, teachers, and 
others, and experience gained as an adult. 
The philosophical literature of Dewey, Thorndike, Lewin, and many 
others may help practitioners decide to what extent their values are 
reflected in their program. But according.to Monette (1979), the adult 
educator must arrive at his or her own understanding and interpretation of 
values within the planning situation. 
Monette (1979) felt that if adult education theorists were to 
philosophize, that they would delve further into the values and beliefs 
that undergird programs. Having a rationale for one's approach to 
decision making could be especially helpful when dealing with changing 
realities and new problems for which the traditional solutions seem 
inadequate (Knox, 1975). 
In a study of agent performance in programming, Utz (1965) stated 
that the agent's program planning actions are a manifestation of their 
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personal interpretation of the forces inherent in the organization and in 
local society. "Such interpretations are largely influenced by their 
sensitivity to the demands of the organization and anticipated reactions 
of people affected by their programming action" (Utz, 1965, p. 56). 
Operations. The program planning process itself was also cited by 
Nowlen (1980) as a means to generate a wealth of program ideas. 
Unanticipated questions and issues may arise in the course of an 
educational activity signaling possible planning ideas to participants and 
the planner(s). In this instance, the program origin would have resulted 
from operations. 
Two of the most widely used methods for generating new programs, 
according to Nowlen (1980), are scanning materials from other agencies and 
noting potential "spin-offs" from local programs and programming 
practices. Knox (1979) recognized that the examination of programs may 
suggest ideas about educational needs. Studying programs used by similar 
institutions, reports, brochures, circulars, professional journals, 
conversations with colleagues, resource people, and administrators can 
help practitioners relate program activities elsewhere with local program 
directions. 
Why shouldn't a planner benefit from the experience of others? But 
Fleece (1959) has warned that while planners may derive much information 
from such input, they must also weigh such advice against their knowledge 
and the interests of the people they hope to serve. 
The use of program spin-offs and operational planning seems to 
indicate that program ideas may be initiated anywhere in the planning 
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process. Needs are also not fixed over time, "a decision that is made 
often influences subsequent choices" (Knox, 1982, p. 7). Continuous 
efforts are also highly endorsed in the literature by such authors as 
Âtwood and Ellis (1971), Brereton (1972), Kaufman (1977), Oliver (1977), 
Tyler (1949), and Yep (1974) and are also seen as compatible with new 
extension directions toward long-range planning (Patton, 1985). 
Marjorie Groves (1981), in her study of adult educators, found that 
planners used different sources of information at different stages of 
planning. "Certain sources make you aware of a new idea or technique; 
others give you details on how to use the ideas...(and) help decide 
whether or not the idea will be used" (p. 17). 
According to Nowlen (1980), participants are also sometimes asked to 
suggest other program topics on evaluation forms. Resource people and 
administrators may also stimulate a generation of new program ideas by 
summarizing current efforts and by asking agency personnel to explore new 
program directions. Reviewing the literature may also bring to light new 
program ideas. 
Context. Outside forces come into play in the development of a local 
program. These forces are "outside" in the sense that they are not 
fostered within the local adult program (Verdium, Miller, & Greer, 1977). 
In Nowlen's schema, context referred to analyzing the agency and the 
environment for possible program ideas. Programs could result, according 
to Nowlen (1980), from exposure through travel, an analysis of adult 
contexts, life stages (endorsed by McKenzie in 1983, Marek in 1985, and 
found by Pletcher in 1979 to be a relevant way to determine need), or 
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simply from the availability of a particular grant. Gaining a perspective 
on emerging social, political, and economic trends and issues were also 
categorized as context. 
Context within the environment assumes the analysis to be the adults 
in their various roles and contexts; life stages, developmental tasks, 
community differences, social changes, political power, social class, and 
living arrangements. According to Nowlen (1980), analyzing the agency in 
its various contexts yields specialized expertise, resource people, 
funding sources, and social, political, and economic trends. 
The failure to "systematically analyze the social and economic 
environment in order to adequately predict, discern, and then plan...is a 
critical barrier to building a solid and venerable extension program" 
(Walshok, 1982, p. 16). Personal needs "do not operate in a vacuum; they 
are shaped, conditioned and channeled by the social structures and forces 
of the human society in which each individual is born" (Miller, 1967, p. 
3). A comprehensive and accurate understanding of what resources are and 
are not available for developing programs may be helpful. 
The adult educator must be able to understand and interpret the 
social and cultural environment of the learners (Boone, 1985). "We must 
link the individual efforts that are emerging over time to the 
characteristics of the context (Byrk, 1978, p. 51). 
Sork and Buskey (1986) found that program planning models varied more 
due to contextual differences than substantive differences. Knox (1980) 
stated that program development decisions differ depending on the 
resources in the community. 
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According to Forest and Mulcahy (1976), context may present the most 
general and ambiguous signals about priorities in program planning. 
Waldman (1984) found that extension home economists had a difficult time 
understanding and responding to contextual differences in her study. 
Needs assessment. Not only do objectives change during the course of 
an activity, but learner's needs may change as well. According to Nowlen 
(1980), needs assessments represent the formal means of generating, 
locating, selecting, and refining needs. Interest inventories, studies of 
reports, input through advisory groups, surveys, questionnaires, and 
observation were cited as being most common. Since much of the discussion 
that endorses the use of formal needs assessment methods has been 
previously discussed, we will end our discussion recognizing its prominent 
place in the literature. 
Summary 
Though authors seem to advocate the use of formal needs assessment, 
this recommendation appears to have little research support. Authors are 
also recognizing some problems with the sole use of advisory committees 
and are beginning to report that the use of a variety of inputs, including 
the planner's own input, may be a good way to determine needs. 
Nowlen (1980) proposed that the study of origins may be an 
alternative way to study the broader range of needs assessment. He noted 
that this was an "especially promising area of research" (p. 35) and 
recommended that practitioners be included in such a study. 
While sources of information used by extension home economists have 
been reasonably well-documented, virtually no one has attempted to pair 
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those sources with specific program beginnings. Nowlen's (1980) five 
categories of origin (history, philosophy, operations, context, and needs 
assessment) appear to be the only proposed framework of this kind in the 
literature, but evidence remains strong only for the entities within the 
framework. No research to date has studied Nowlen's five categories and 
his proposed origins as a whole in relationship to a planner's program (P. 
Nowlen, Department of Continuing Education, University of Chicago, 
personal communication, 1985). 
The literature cited in this review seems to point out several 
factors: 
(1) That there is, thus far, no shown basis for the recommendation 
that formal needs assessment need be the sole determiner of 
adult education programs. 
(2) While advisory group input is a popular extension service method 
of formal needs assessment, this method has some flaws. 
(3) Even successful planners do not entirely use formal needs 
assessment methods. Planning seems to take place primarily in 
the mind of planner. 
(4) Sources of information studies and theoretical papers note also 
that the planner is a good source of input and that the 
intuition or "hunches" that concern many authors may be more of 
the result of Informal methods used by the planners. 
(5) There may be a larger scope of needs assessment and sources of 
» program information than just formal needs assessment and the 
planner's intuition. 
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(6) The "average" planner has not been studied in relation to their 
needs assessment activities and the studies that have been 
conducted have been based on the interview method where planners 
have responded based on their experiences. 
(7) That Nowlen (1980) has proposed five categories of origin and 
many subsidiary origins, not yet studied, but supported by 
related literature. 
(8) That while Nowlen's categories have been viewed as separate 
entitles, they have not been studied as a whole in relation to 
programs or the planner him/herself. 
Therefore, the purposes of this study were to: identify the origins 
of extension home economics programs in seven midwestern states, to 
examine to what extent these origins are representative of the five 
categories outlined by Philip Nowlen (1980), and to compare the categories 
of origin related to the characteristics of the home economist and the 
emphasis of the program. The procedures used in this study are described 
in the next section. 
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METHOD OF PROCEDURE 
This chapter describes procedures used to satisfy the following 
objectives: 
(1) to identify origins of home economics programs in seven 
midwestern states; 
(2) to examine to what extent these origins are representative of the 
categories of origin outlined by Philip Nowlen (1980); and to 
(3) compare these categories of origin with the independent 
variables, specifically; 
(a) home economics program emphasis, 
(b) years employed as an extension home economist and adult 
educator, 
(c) full- or part-time employment, 
(d) educational degree, 
(e) educational background of the home economist, 
(f) shared planning, 
(g) size of city, and 
(h) state. 
Following the assumptions, limitations, and definitions of the study, 
the chapter is further organized into five subsections; (1) design of the 
study, (2) development of the Instrument, (3) description of the sample, 
(4) pretest, (5) data collection, and (6) data analysis. 
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Assumptions, Limitations, and Definitions 
For this study, the assumptions, limitations, and definitions were as 
follows: 
Assumptions: Extension home economists were able to Identify the 
origins of their programs and answer openly and 
honestly. 
Extension home economists reporting about their 
programs rather than their practices are more likely to 
give honest and objective responses. 
Limitations: The only programs studied were local Cooperative 
Extension Service programs with home economists 
employed in one or more counties. 
Responses were limited to three major adult-oriented 
programs in the plan of work of the home economist. 
Results from a self-report of extension home economists 
responding about the origins of their programs may or 
may not be as objective as results using other methods. 
Pennington and Green (1976) noted that while 
practitioners gave lip service to needs assessment, 
their practices may be quite different. 
Generalizations of this study were limited to extension 
home economists in the seven midwest states studied. 
Results may or may not be applicable to other states or 
regions of the country. 
Objectives were selected to guide the study in order to 
identify origins represented by Nowlen's (1980) 
categories and to compare these categories with the 
independent variables. The focus was not to test 
hypotheses nor to make recommendations as to which 
origin or categories of origins are appropriate to 
extension home economics programs. 
Definitions: Program origin - generating, locating, selecting, 
and/or refining program ideas. Nowlen (1980) used the 
term "origins" rather than the more familiar term 
"needs assessment" to be as inclusive as possible of 
all the Influences at work in the "disciplined minds of 
adult educators" (p. 14). Nowlen (1980) suggested that 
program origins can be placed Into one of five 
categories: history, philosophy, operations, context, 
or needs assessment. For the present study, 32 origins 
39 
were delineated from Nowlen's (1980) five categories 
(Appendix C). Definitions for each of the five 
categories are given in Appendix I. 
All origins - all origins selected by the home 
economist. 
Related origins - All origins selected by the home 
economist except the major origins; a subset of "all 
origins." 
Major origins - Origins selected by the home economist 
which first indicated the idea for the program. One 
major origin was indicated for each program listed. 
Major origins are also a subset of "all origins" but do 
not include related origins. 
Program - one or a series of Instructional efforts. 
Major program - 20 or more days planned for an 
instructional program effort according to the home 
economists' plan of work. 
Program planning - refers to the design and 
implementation of a course of action to achieve an 
effective educational effort. The terms program 
planning, program development, and program 
determination are used synonymously in this document. 
Program planner - the professional worker who 
coordinates program planning on a local (usually 
county) level. Planner, change agent, extension 
worker, and practitioner are all terms used to mean the 
same type of person. 
Needs assessment - determination of the quality of need 
through diagnostic procedures. One of a number of 
procedures for generating, locating, selecting, or 
refining programs. 
Design of the Study 
The design of this research study was comparative and descriptive. A 
questionnaire was designed and administered to extension home economists 
in seven midwestem states. The home economists provided demographic 
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data, information about their major programs, and the origins of those 
programs. The study drew upon the theoretical framework of Philip Nowlen 
(1980), which established boundaries for the study and identified 
distinguishing characteristics and properties for each of his five 
categories of origin. 
Data were analyzed using a computer designed statistical package, 
SPSSX (SPSSX Inc., 1983), to perform the actual calculations and provide 
statistical results. Statistical procedures were completed to study the 
relationships among variables and to verify the existence of Nowlen's 
(1980) origins and categories of origin. Random sampling procedures were 
used in order to ascertain, within a specific margin of error, the 
distribution of variables in the population. Descriptive and demographic 
information identified specific characteristics and current practices of 
the midwestern home economists. 
Because this study was one of the first to address the origin of 
programs, the research was less concerned with theory testing and holistic 
interpretation of data than to seek generalized information to further 
research and to build theory. By gaining a better understanding of the 
origin of programs, greater insight into the planning process was felt to 
be the result. 
Development of the Instrument 
Following a review of the literature, work was begun to select a 
survey tool with which to gather data to be used in the study. Survey 
instruments that allowed the subject to give multiple responses on 
research questions were located (Arrindell, 1984; Binkley, 1981; 
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Czaplewski, 1982), but no satisfactory Instrument was found due to the 
diversity of subject matter and research focus. Several studies looked at 
sources of information available to the planner, but these studies asked 
planners to identify sources used in general planning activities without 
associating these sources with specific programs. 
Waldman's (1984) study used a forced-choice design with extension 
home economists. While this appeared to be a valuable research technique, 
it was confusing to the respondents and was not used in the present study. 
In a study of educational needs and current work activities designed 
by the Illinois Library Association (Means, 1976), a questionnaire was 
found with task descriptions represented by nine categories. Respondents 
in this study were asked to distinguish between major and minor tasks 
performed. Major tasks were defined as 20 percent or more time devoted to 
the task, while minor tasks were described as anything less (Means, 1980). 
The idea of major tasks was used in the study. 
A questionnaire was selected as the survey instrument in this study; 
(1) to permit the collection of data from a large sample of home 
economists from seven states, (2) to assure respondent anonymity, and (3) 
to provide a manageable means of collecting data and quantifying the 
results (Dickenson & Blunt, 1980). Some previous researchers have 
employed interview techniques in their studies, but their use of fewer 
subjects presented some problems with reliability. Also, according to 
Orlich, Clark, Pagan, and Rust (1981), "questionnaires are most frequently 
used to identify a problem or show that a particular or emerging need 
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exists (and) Interviews should be used mainly to determine attitudes or 
opinion" (p. 8). 
The questionnaire developed for this study consisted of three parts 
(Appendix C). The first part, the cover letter, was designed to inform 
the participants about the study, the researcher, and the research 
problem. The letter explained what was being asked of the respondents and 
that the questionnaire had been designed to be relatively brief and easy 
to answer. Assurance was also given that the project was approved by 
their state leader of home economics. 
To provide confidentiality, the cover letter was not addressed 
specifically to the home economists, as some researchers have suggested 
(Gay, 1976), because the letter was part of the questionnaire which would 
be returned. The questionnaire was also not coded to assure anonymity of 
the responses. However, the state leader's name was present to identify 
the state in which the respondent was employed. 
The second part of the questionnaire was designed to obtain 
background Information from each of the participants in the study. This 
section included questions to determine the respondent's years of 
employment as an extension heme economist and/or an adult educator, which 
was found by Brown (1982) to be significant in terms of the total number 
of sources of information used by the home economists. 
Also, full- and part-time employment status was ascertained, as 
Brackhaus (1984) and Pennington and Green (1976) had found that one of the 
reasons some program planners fall to plan is because they lack the time 
to plan. Full-time employment was defined in this study as the home 
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economist being employed at least 40 hours per week as designated by the 
home economist's employment contract, part-time employment as anything 
less than 40 hours worked per week. 
Degree was noted by Nowlen (1980) to have a possible effect on the 
use of philosophical and historical origins used by program planners. 
Those with advanced degrees would likely have more exposure to both 
philosophical and historical literature. Educational degree, In this 
study, was defined as the completion of a bachelor's, master's, or other 
degree. Respondents were asked to specify which degree was given If 
"other" was selected. 
In this study, city size was noted as where the extension home 
economist spent the majority of his/her office planning time since some 
home economists were likely to have responsibilities In two or more 
counties. City size specifications were noted as those often used by 
extension for planning purposes (E. Elliott, College of Home Economics, 
Iowa State University, personal communication. Spring 1985). 
Size of the community and working with other home economists were 
thought to Influence program planning resources within the community and 
the agency and, thus, the origins of the programs. Waldman (1984) found 
that "significantly more agents In rural counties and those counties with 
a city size of 24,999 or less used advisory groups as a data source In 
comparison to agents of other counties" (p. 70). Kempfer (1951) noted 
that the number of approaches used In the assessment of needs was somewhat 
less associated with the size of a program, though he found the 
relationship to be significant and positive. He concluded that programs 
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In small communities may serve the needs well without as much variety as 
may be desirable in larger cities. Nordin (1984) also noted some possible 
differences among extension service operations in urban, non-urban, and 
rural counties. 
Educational emphasis of the home economist was described as a degree, 
major or minor, research or other educational emphasis in one area of home 
economics: food and nutrition; clothing, apparel, and textiles; housing, 
interior design, and equipment; consumer education and home management; 
human development and the family; and general home economics. The five 
content areas of home economics, selected to represent program emphases, 
were adopted from Fleck (1974) and Williamson (1984). 
Home economists were encouraged to select an emphasis area, if 
applicable, or to indicate "general home economics" if their background 
was oriented to a number of areas. No study of the possible influences of 
educational or program emphasis has, thus far, yielded information as to 
how programs come about, though Brown (1982) has cited them as a possible 
influence. Nordln (1984) noted, however, that when home economists were 
grouped by program area, there was a difference in the methods used to 
determine needs. Clientele and advisory committees were used differently 
by advisory committees in different program areas, and clientele 
expectations of extension job functions were mostly influenced by program 
area. Knox (1980) also noted that program development decisions of 
continuing education administrators seemed to differ from one professional 
field to another. 
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State was also determined as a variable In this study. Not only were 
the midwestern states selected because of likely similarities in needs of 
the people served by the extension services in these states, but also 
because of the differences in state planning philosophy and structure 
(Robinson, 1984; Warner, Young, & Cunningham, 1975). It is reasonably 
well-known that the way in which each unit of the Cooperative Extension 
Service implements programming processes varies according to the 
circumstances and restraints upon the state (Waldman, 1984). 
The third part of the questionnaire allowed each extension home 
economist to list three major adult-oriented programs which they planned 
to conduct for 20 or more days during 1985. Because some authors have 
said that a planned program may exist in two time dimensions, i.e., 
long-range and short-range plans of actions, programs taking a large 
number of days to complete were selected as they would likely have 
originated by more formal methods. More than one major program was 
secured to obtain more information about a variety of major programs 
planned by one home economist. No more than three programs were requested 
because that was the number of major programs that most home economists 
were able to list (as noted by the pretests). 
Participants in the study were asked to list a home economics 
emphasis for each of the program areas. After each program and its 
corresponding program emphasis, the home economist studied a prepared list 
of 32 origins and cited as many origins as applied to each program. A 
number of origins were requested because authors such as Bergevin (1967) 
have noted that "needs are determined by a multiple constellation of 
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psychological, social, and cultural factors" (p. 101). A major origin, 
defined as the origin which first indicated to the home economist the idea 
for the program, was also secured for each program given by the home 
economist. 
The list of origins was developed after an extensive review of the 
five categories outlined by Nowlen (1980) and the properties and 
definitions given by him (Appendix I). The following table of 
specifications was drafted (Table 1) with a heavier emphasis on the 
context and needs assessment categories which deal with social, political, 
and economic trends and local, area, and state situations affecting the 
community and the agency. The "other" category was added to the list to 
provide an opportunity for responses not covered in the origins given. To 
prevent potential bias due to a respondent being influenced by the order 
Table 1. Table of specifications for categories of origin in the study 
Categories Number of origins 
History 4 
Philosophy 5 
Operations 5 
Context 10 
Needs assessment 8 
Other 1 
Total 33 
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of the origins in the list (Orllch, Clark, Pagan, & Rust, 1981), these 
origins were randomized for use in the final questionnaire (Appendix D). 
There was some disagreement from experts as to whether extension home 
economists should identify origins of programs they remember "from the top 
of their heads" or if they should have a list of possible origins from 
which to select. It was decided to accept the latter alternative to 
obtain more consistent data and subject the study to less interpretative 
error. Also, previous studies have used an open-ended interview approach 
with variable results. 
A sample questionnaire was drafted and given to two university 
classes consisting of 34 adult educators and/or students of adult 
education. It was then revised as numerous origin statements were found 
to be repetitive. Both the questionnaire and the list of origins were 
reviewed by four experts representing adult and extension education at 
Iowa State University, an expett representing adult education at North 
Carolina State University, and the seven state leaders of home economics 
before pretesting (Appendices E and H). 
Clarity, usability, content validity, and appropriate origin 
selection were analyzed. The questionnaire was revised and revalidated. 
Description of the Sample 
State leaders of extension home economics were contacted to obtain 
permission to conduct the study in seven midwestem states. A letter 
describing the study and requesting permission was mailed to each state 
leader (Appendix B). 
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An addressed, stamped envelope was enclosed with the letter, giving 
the state leader the opportunity to indicate if permission was granted or 
denied. State leaders were also asked to provide a current list of their 
county home economists employed to direct adult Cooperative Extension 
Service programs. 
Of the seven midwestern states contacted, seven granted permission to 
participate in the study. These states were: Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, 
Missouri, Nebraska, South Dakota, and Wisconsin (Figure 3). 
Letters were written to each of the state leaders informing them of 
when the study would take place (Appendix C). In some states, at the 
request of the state leader, district directors were also sent information 
about the study. 
Using the lists of extension home economists provided by the state 
leaders, a table of random numbers was used to determine a cluster sample 
of 50 percent of the home economists in each state. Originally, 
permission was requested to obtain 50 home economists from each state for 
the study. However, since several states employed just a few more than 50 
home economists as a total staff, 50 percent of the total (285 subjects) 
seemed a representative and a reasonable sample size to provide data for 
the study. According to Orlich et al. (1981), "There are no absolute 
standards regarding the percentage of persons in a population who should 
be surveyed;" however, the sample must be sufficiently representative" (p. 
6 6 ) .  
Minnesota 
South 
Dakota Wisconsin 
Nebraska 
Illinois 
Missouri 
Figure 3. Midwestern states participating in the study 
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Pretest 
A tentative questionnaire was submitted to 12 randomly selected home 
economists not included in the sample. The home economists in the pretest 
represented three states: Minnesota, Missouri, and Wisconsin. 
The pretest was primarily undertaken to check the rate of return and 
probable non-response to the questionnaire, the variable responses to 
individual questions, and the appropriate format of the questionnaire. 
Pretest subjects were encouraged to make comments and suggestions 
concerning the directions, recording procedures, and the specific items. 
Recommendations for additions and clarity of statements and 
directions were obtained. Nine questionnaires were returned with all 
completing the questionnaire except one who listed information for only 
one program. 
Suggestions made by the extension home economists were incorporated 
into the final questionnaire. Directions were clarified in the 
demographic section. In addition, to minimize the probability of error 
due to misunderstanding, carelessness, or ignorance, an example was 
included. Coding plans were developed as a result of the pretest 
(Appendix D). 
Data Collection 
As in the pretest, questionnaires were mailed to extension home 
economists. The questionnaires were duplicated on white, 100 percent rag 
bond paper. The list of origins was printed on yellow card stock for easy 
reading and to prevent the home economists from having to flip pages back 
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and forth to obtain the desired Information needed to complete the 
questionnaire. The questionnaire and printed card were secured by a seal 
and mailed with an enclosed addressed, stamped return envelope. 
Each home economist was asked to complete the questionnaire and 
return It In two weeks time, between April 15, 1985 and May 1, 1985. 
Due to the method of data collection and the assurance of anonymity made 
to the home economists, a direct follow-up of nonrespondents was not 
possible. Reminder postcards were sent to all of the home economists in 
all of the states, except Nebraska, who had returned all of their 
questionnaires. All of the questionnaires that were received late were 
included in the study. Records were kept of the number of questionnaires 
distributed and returned. A total number of 285 questionnaires were 
mailed. Of this number, 248 were returned and 241 provided usable data. 
This represented an 85 percent usable return (Table 2). 
Data Analysis 
The data analyzed in this study were supplied by 241 extension home 
economists from seven states. Only seven questionnaires were found to be 
nonusable because they failed to give program emphases and/or major 
origins. 
Questionnaires with data for only one or two programs were not 
discarded because many of these were found to represent newly hired or 
part-time home economists who had only one or two programs for which they 
planned to spend 20 days. It was felt that to delete these responses 
would skew the results of the study (Miller & Smith, 1983). 
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Table 2. Return and usability of questionnaires in the study 
State 
Home 
economists 
sampled 
(%) 
Number 
sampled 
Number 
returned 
Number 
not 
usable 
Number 
usable 
Illinois 50 66 53 1 52 
Iowa 50 37 35 1 34 
Minnesota 50 45 37 2 35 
Missouri 50 36 30 1 29 
Nebraska 50 36 35 1 34 
South 
Dakota 50 25 23 0 23 
Wisconsin 50 40 35 . 1 34 
Totals 285 248 7 241 
The total number of programs studied was 683. Home economists with 
only one or two programs are listed by state in Table 45 of Appendix A. 
To adjust for the missing data, a weighting system was applied 
whenever comprehensive totals for all origins were calculated. 
Adjustments were made by dividing the number of origins representing a 
category by six for those who had given information for all three 
programs, by four for those who indicated information for two programs, 
and by two for those who specified a program emphasis and origins for only 
one program. Using this system, decimal or fractional results were 
eliminated. 
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Using a coding plan designed specifically for this study, coding was 
applied directly to a computer coding form and key punching was done by 
the staff in the Computation Center at Iowa State University. 
Statistical techniques employed to analyze the data were selected 
from SPSSX, the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences series (SPSSX 
Inc., 1983). A brief discussion of each procedure follows. 
Descriptive statistics, frequencies, and percentages were calculated 
for the independent variables, the 32 origins, and the five categories of 
origin. 
A review of the initial frequency results showed that only two home 
economists had received a doctorate degree. These were then recorded with 
those with master's degrees, so the educational degree variable was 
reduced to "bachelor's" and "graduate." 
Because many of the home economists in the study mentioned major 
programs which seemed to be exclusive of the seven program emphasis areas, 
three more program emphasis areas were added but were later combined into 
the other categories when no significant differences and low cell sizes 
resulted. These programs were: farm crisis programming, health 
education, and leadership. 
Significant differences in years of experience with the other 
personal characteristics of the home economists and the categories of 
origin were determined by a one-way analysis of variance. A Pearson 
product-moment correlation (r) was computed to measure the strength and 
direction of linear relationship between the number of origins in each 
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category and years of employment and the total number of all origins and 
years of employment. 
In an attempt to test independence or the association of the 
nonparametric variables with each other, chi-square statistics were 
calculated using the Crosstabs procedure (SPSSX Inc., 1983). Results were 
compared to a predetermined .05 level of significance. Because a number 
of "origin" responses were given for three programs, a Multiple Response 
procedure (SPSSX Inc., 1983) was run to sort the responses and to 
facilitate descriptive comparisons. 
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FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
The primary purposes of this study were to identify origins of 
extension home economics programs in seven midwestem states, to identify 
to what extent these origins were representative of Philip Nowlen's (1980) 
categories of origin, and to compare origins with the independent 
variables related to the characteristics of the extension home economists 
and the emphasis of the program. Findings relative to these purposes are 
discussed in the following major sections; (1) general characteristics of 
sample, (2) home economics program emphasis, (3) rank order of origins 
selected, (4) Nowlen's categories of origin, (5) origins by independent 
variables, (6) analysis of major origins by independent variables, (7) 
patterns of program origins, (8) description and analysis of all origins 
by independent variables, (9) analysis of the total number of origins and 
the independent variables, (10) findings and discussion, and (11) 
conclusion. 
General Characteristics of Sample 
The independent variables used in this study were obtained by asking 
the extension home economists to indicate their characteristics in terms 
of: years employed as an extension home economist and/or adult educator, 
full- or part-time employment, educational degree, educational background 
of the home economist, size of city (population of work location), state, 
and whether or not adult extension home economics responsibilities were 
shared with another home economist. Tables 3 through 8 represent 
frequencies and percentages for each variable. 
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Years employed 
The data producing sample of this study consisted of 241 extension 
home economists. Of this number, one-half (53%) had been employed as an 
extension home economist and/or an adult educator for 10 years or less, 
one-third (32%) indicated employment of 11 to 20 years, and 15 percent 
responded with employment ranging from 21 to 32 years (Table 3). No one 
indicated that they had been employed 22, 31, or 33 years or more. 
The mean years of employment was 11.17 years, the median was 10, and 
the mode was 1 year of employment. Appendix A (Table 46) gives a complete 
listing of these values. The variable, years of employment, was grouped 
here for ease of discussion; in much of the analysis, years of employment 
was treated as a continuous variable. 
Table 3. Years of employment as an extension home economist and/or an 
adult educator by number and percent 
Years employed Number Percent 
10 or less 128 53.1 
11 to 20 77 32.0 
21 to 32 36 14.9 
Total 241 100.0 
Employment 
Examination of the data in Table 4 revealed that the largest group of 
home economists were employed in full-time positions (89%). Eleven 
percent were employed on a part-time basis. 
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Table 4. Full- or part-time employment of home economists by number and 
percent 
Employment Number Percent 
Part-time 27 11.2 
Full-time 214 88.8 
Total 241 100.0 
Educational level 
As indicated in Table 5, 51.5 percent had obtained a bachelor's 
degree and 48.5 percent a graduate degree. 
Table 5. Educational level of home economists by number and percent 
Educational level Number Percent 
Bachelor's degree 124 51.5 
Graduate degree 117 48.5 
Total 241 100.0 
Educational background of the home economist 
Table 6 presents frequencies and percentages on the educational 
background of the home economist (a major or minor area of home economics 
study at a college or university). 
Twenty percent had an educational background in the food and 
nutrition area and 19 percent in the area of clothing, apparel, textiles. 
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Fifteen percent had a background in human development and the family, 13 
percent in consumer education and home management fields, and 9 percent in 
housing, interior design, equipment. Those expressing a background in 
several areas of home economics, a general home economics background, or a 
home economics background in a general area other than those listed (e.g., 
home economics journalism) represented the largest group at 25 percent. 
Table 6. Educational background of the home economists by number and 
percent 
Educational background Number Percent 
Food and nutrition 47 19 .5 
Clothing, apparel. textiles 45 18 .7 
Human development and the family 36 14 .9 
Consumer education or home management 32 13 .3 
Housing, interior design, equipment 22 9 .1 
General 59 24 .5 
Total 241 100 .0 
Size of city 
The population of the city where the home economists spent the 
majority of their work time was identified. Those who worked in several 
counties were asked to respond to the city where the majority of office 
time was spent. In Table 7, data revealed that 61 percent of the 
extension home economists in the midwest worked in towns of 9,999 or less. 
Fifteen percent worked in cities of 10,000 to 24,999, and 15 percent were 
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employed In cities of 50,000 or more. Only 8 percent worked In cities of 
25,000 to 49,999 persons. 
Table 7. Size of city where home economist spent the majority of work 
time by number and percent 
Size of city Number Percent 
9,999 or less 147 61.0 
10,000 to 24,999 37 15.4 
25,000 to 49,999 20 8.2 
50,000 or more 37 15.4 
Total 241 100.0 
Shared planning 
Respondents were asked If they shared adult home economics 
responsibilities with another home economist in their county. Of the 241 
respondents, 67 (28%) responded that they did share and 174 (72%) replied 
that they did not share such responsibilities (Table 8). 
Table 8. Shared adult education planning with another county home 
economist by number and percent 
Shared planning Number Percent 
Yes 67 27.8 
No 174 72.2 
Total 241 100.0 
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Home Economics Program Emphasis 
Each of the home economists was also asked to list three programs for 
which they planned to spend 20 or more days of their work time for the 
1985-86 planning year. They also listed an area of home economics 
emphasis for each program given. A summary of the home economics emphases 
for the 683 programs studied may be found in Table 9. (A list of the 
specific programs given by the home economists is provided in Appendix H.) 
Table 9. Home economics program emphasis by number and percent 
Program emphasis Number Percent 
Food and nutrition 220 32.2 
Housing, interior design, equipment 42 6.1 
Clothing, apparel, textiles 76 11.1 
Consumer education and home management 152 22.3 
Human development and the family 193 28.3 
Total 683 100.0 
The largest percentage of programs had a food and nutrition emphasis 
(32%). Those programs included 41 entries listed with the words 
"fitness," "health," or "wellness." Thirteen of the food and nutrition 
programs were food preservation programs. 
The emphasis listed next in frequency was human development and the 
family (28%). Twenty of the programs with this emphasis (primarily in the 
states of Minnesota, Iowa, and Missouri) were listed as being related to 
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the farm family crisis. In addition, human development also included 21 
respondents indicating leadership efforts (mainly in Wisconsin and 
Minnesota). 
Twenty-two percent of the programs were consumer and home management 
related. This included four programs oriented toward home based business. 
Eleven percent of the programs emphasized clothing, apparel, textiles 
topics. The least indicated program emphasis was housing, interior 
design, equipment (6%). 
Rank Order of Origins Selected 
In order to identify program origins, respondents were asked to 
select one major origin out of the 32 which first indicated to them the 
idea for the program. Also, they were asked to indicate any other origins 
relevant to that program. 
The major origins as well as all of the program origins listed by the 
home economists will be discussed and compared in this section. 
Frequencies and percentages of origins in rank order are provided. 
Percentages for the major programs are cumulative; that is, they total ICQ 
percent. Percentages for all the origins are not cumulative because any 
number of these could be selected for each program. Percentages, in both 
cases, are based on the 683 programs studied. 
Major origins 
All of the 32 origins were selected at least once as a major origin, 
including the "other" category (number 33) selected by a home economist 
62 
who Indicated that the program originated from a suggestion at a county 
program review. 
On the basis of all the data gathered about the major program 
origins, 10 of the most selected and 10 of the least selected major origin 
responses are presented in Tables 10 and 11. A complete list of major 
origins is presented in Appendix A (Table 47). 
The 10 most selected major origins represented approximately 
three-fourths of all the major origins selected. The four most selected 
origins, "recommendations from an advisory committee," "requests or 
questions of individual clients and client groups," the "result of a needs 
assessment procedure," and "spinoffs from a program" represented nearly 50 
percent of all the major origins selected. 
As a group, the 10 least selected major origins (Table 11) 
represented less than 5 percent of all the major origins. "Scanning the 
media for ideas" was listed only once, as was the origin selected as 
"other" (number 33). "A diagnosis by experts," "recommendations of an 
influential or legitimizer" in the community, and "from a subject matter 
or curriculum orientation" were also listed infrequently as was the home 
economist's philosophy of what extension should be doing. 
All origins 
Tables 12 and 13 include information on the 10 most and 11 least 
selected origins of all the origins listed in the study. A complete list 
of all origins is located in Appendix A (Table 48). 
The total number of origins listed for the 683 programs was 3,383 
with an average of 5 (4.88) origins listed per program and a range of 
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Table 10. Rank order of the 10 most selected major origins 
Origin 
no. Origin* 
No. of times 
Indicated Percent^  
19 Recommendations from an 
advisory committee 114 16.69 
11 Requests or questions from 
individual clients 77 11.27 
21 Results of a needs assessment 
procedure 69 10.10 
9 Spinoff from a program 57 8.35 
23 Recognition of political, 
economic, or social trends 56 8.20 
7 Important program for a number 
of years 44 6.44 
15 My own philosophy or personal 
interest 28 4.10 
20 Analysis of a particular life 
stage or special needs group 27 3.95 
12 Recommendation by a program 
coordinator or supervisor 23 3.37 
5 Ideas gained through travel 
or new experience 20 2.93 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
^Based on 683 programs. 
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Table 11. Rank order of the 10 least selected major origins 
Origin 
no. Origin* 
No. of times 
indicated Percent^  
13 Scanning the media for ideas 1 .15 
33 Other (county program review) 1 .15 
28 A diagnosis by experts 2 .29 
17 Recommended by an influential or 
legitimizer 3 .44 
27 From a subject matter or 
curriculum orientation 3 .44 
16 My own philosophy of what extension 
should be doing 3 .44 
25 Availability of a scholarship or 
grant 4 .59 
29 Based on a history of interagency 
cooperation 4 .59 
8 Gleaned from current research 4 .59 
1 Result of a test or pretest 5 .73 
O^rigins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
^Based on 683 programs. 
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Table 12. Rank order of the 10 most selected of all origins 
Origin 
no. Origin* 
No. of times 
indicated Percent^ 
19 Recommendations from an 
advisory committee 338 49.49 
11 Requests or questions from 
individual clients 319 46.71 
9 Spinoffs from a program 233 34.11 
7 Important program for a number 
of years 187 27.38 
15 My own philosophy or personal 
interest 185 27.09 
21 Results of a needs assessment 
procedure 180 26.35 
23 Recognition of political, 
economic, or social trends 161 23.57 
20 Analysis of a particular life 
stage or special needs group 141 20.64 
26 Evaluation of previous program 
efforts 132 19.33 
32 Result of an informal discussion 
or an observed incidence 114 16.69 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
^Based on 683 programs. 
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Table 13. Rank order of the 11 least selected of all origins 
Origin 
no. Origin® 
No. of times 
indicated Percent^  
33 Other (county program review) 1 .15 
28 A diagnosis by experts 12 1.76 
25 Availability of a scholarship 
or grant 14 2.05 
29 Based on a history of inter­
agency cooperation 23 3.37 
22 Legislative mandates 32 4.69 
17 Recommendations of an influential 
or legitimizer 32 4.69 
1 Result of a test or pretest 34 4.98 
27 From a subject matter or 
curriculum orientation 42 6.15 
18 Influenced by the home economics 
profession 55 8.05 
13 Scanning the media for ideas 55 8.05 
3 Availability of an outstanding 
resource 55 8.05 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
Based on 683 programs. 
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between 1 and 19 origins given for any individual program. (A range of 
between 3 and 26 origins was given by individual home economists listing 
all three programs.) 
Percentages, discussed in this section, are not cumulative to 100 
percent, as respondents could indicate any number of origins for each 
program. These percentages represent the number of times each origin was 
selected for the 683 programs studied. 
Those origins selected the most often overall were similar to the 
major origins in their ranked placings. However, the "result of a needs 
assessment procedure" (origin 21) and "recognition of political, economic, 
or social trends" (origin 23) ranked higher for the major origins than for 
all listed origins. "The program being important in our area for 
sometime" (origin 7) or originating from the agent's "...philosophy, 
personal, or professional interest" (origin 15) ranked higher for all 
origins. The 10 most selected major origin rankings did not include "the 
evaluation of previous program efforts" (origin 26) and "the results of an 
informal discussion and/or an observed incidence" (origin 32), which were 
included in the list of the most selected of all the origins; nor did two 
of the highest ranked major origins, "recommendations of a program 
coordinator or supervisor" (origin 12) and "ideas gained through travel 
and a new experience" (origin 5), appear in the list of the 10 most 
selected of all origins. 
Other than the optional number 33, which was selected once, the least 
selected of all major origins, "a diagnosis by experts," was selected 12 
times for 683 programs. Although the rankings of the least selected major 
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origins were quite different than those listed for all of the origins, the 
origins themselves were very similar in both groups. The two major 
origins not included in the least selected group of all origins were: "my 
own philosophy of what extension should be doing" (origin 16) and "gleaned 
from current research" (origin 8). 
The three origins from the list of all origins not found in the list 
of the 10 least selected major origins were: "legislative mandate" 
(origin 22), "Influenced by some aspect of the home economics profession" 
(origin 18), and "availability of an outstanding community resource" 
(origin 3). The least selected group of all origins included 11 origins 
because of an equal number of responses for several items. 
Nowlen's (1980) Categories of Origin 
Representing the 32 origins are Nowlen's (1980) five categories; 
history, philosophy, operations, needs assessment, and context. Table 14 
specifies the number and percent of times respondents identified origins 
representative of one of these categories. (Appendix A provides this 
Information for the three programs.) 
In order to make comparisons, both major and all origins are present 
in this table, as well as the number of questionnaire items written for 
each of the categories (from Table 1). Origin 33, the origin selected as 
the "other" option, was not included in this count but was later analyzed 
as a needs assessment origin. 
Viewing Table 14, it appears that more persons indicated origins 
representing the needs assessment category for both major and all origins. 
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Table 14. Number and percent of major and all origins represented by 
Nowlen's (1980) five categories 
Table of 
No. of major No. of all specification 
Category origins origins items 
of origin (%) (%) (No.) 
History 68 330 4 
(9.97) (9.76) 
Philosophy 47 428 5 
(6.89) (12.65) 
Operations 179 797 5 
(26.25) (23.57) 
Needs . 231 1,004 8 
assessment (33.87) (29.69) 
Context 157 823 10 
(23.02) (24.33) 
Total 682 3,382 
(100.0) (100.0) 
The percentages of needs assessment and operations origins were highest 
for the major origins selected, and the percentages of needs assessment 
and context origins were highest for all the origins given. The 
percentage of the philosophy origins were almost twice as high for all 
origins. The percentages of history origins for both groups were about 
the same. 
It should be noted, however, that each category was represented by 
unequal numbers of origins as indicated in the table of specifications 
(Table 1). Though needs assessment origins were identified more often for 
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both groups of origins, operations origins were cited proportionately more 
often per item written. 
Representation of items by Nowlen's (1980) 
categories of origin 
Tables 15 and 16 provide information on the categories of origin 
representative of the 10 most selected major origins and the 10 most 
selected of all the origins listed by the home economists. 
The most selected major origins were represented primarily by the 
needs assessment and operations categories (Table 15). However, all 
categories of origin were represented in this list. Similar findings are 
shown in Table 16, which provides data for the most selected categories of 
all the origins given. The categories of origin also appear to be quite 
evenly distributed in the complete list of ranked origins for both groups 
(see Tables 49 and 50 in Appendix A). 
Item selection by Nowlen's (1980) origins 
Origins were studied in their category groupings (Tables 17 to 22) 
and, for the most part, the frequencies of major origins paralleled those 
of all the origins given by the home economists. 
The origin selected most often in the history category (Table 17) for 
both groups of origins was origin 7, "the program has been important in 
our area for some time." "Careful reflection or study of the extension 
service," origin 6, was second in frequency for all of the origins; 
"legislative mandates," origin 22, was second for the major origins. 
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Table 15. Nowlen's (1980) categories of origin for the 10 
major origins 
most selected 
Origin 
no. Origin* 
No. of times 
Indicated 
Category of 
origin 
19 Recommendations from an 
advisory committee 114 
Needs 
assessment 
11 Requests from individual 
clients 77 Operations 
21 Results of a needs 
assessment procedure 69 
Needs 
assessment 
9 Spinoffs from a program 57 Operations 
23 Recognition of political, 
economic, or social trends 56 Context 
7 Important program for a 
number of years 44 History 
15 My own philosophy or 
personal interest 28 Philosophy 
20 Analysis of a particular life 
stage or special needs 
group 27 Context 
12 Recommendation by a program 
coordinator or supervisor 23 Operations 
5 Ideas gained through travel 
or a new experience 20 Context 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
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Table 16. Nowlen's (1980) categories of origin for the 10 
of all origins 
most selected 
Origin 
no. Origin^  
No. of times 
selected 
Category of 
origin 
19 Recommendations from an 
advisory committee 338 
Needs 
assessment 
11 Requests or questions from 
individual clients 319 Operations 
9 Spinoffs from a program 233 Operations 
7 Important program for a 
number of years 187 History 
15 My own philosophy or 
personal interest 185 Philosophy 
21 Result of a needs assessment 
procedure 180 
Needs 
assessment 
23 Recognition of political, 
economic, or social trends 161 Context 
20 Analysis of a particular 
life stage 141 Context 
26 Evaluation of previous 
program efforts 132 
Needs 
assessment 
32 Results of an informal 
discussion or observation 114 
Needs 
assessment 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
73 
Table 17. History origins 
Origin 
no. Origin* 
Major origin 
frequency 
All origin 
frequency 
6 Careful reflection of the 
extension service 7 88 
7 The program has been Important 
for some time 44 187 
22 Legislative mandate 13 32 
29 Based on a history of inter­
agency cooperation 4 23 
Total 68 330 
O^rigins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
"My own philosophy, personal, or professional interest," origin 15, 
was selected most often in the philosophy category for both major and all 
origins (Table 18). While "my own philosophy of what extension should be 
doing," origin 16, ranked second for all origins, this origin was least 
selected as a major philosophy origin. 
The two operations origins selected most often were: "requests or 
questions of individual clients" (origin 11) and "a spinoff from a 
program" (origin 9). "Adopted after examining successful programs of 
others" (origin 4) was the least selected major origin and "collaboration 
of coworkers" (origin 30) was the least selected of all the operations 
origins listed by the home economists (Table 19). 
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Table 18. Philosophy origins 
Origin Major origin All origin 
no. Origin® frequency frequency 
15 My own philosophy or 
personal interest 28 185 
16 My own philosophy of what 
extension should be doing 3 86 
18 Influenced by the home 
economics profession 6 55 
27 From a subject matter or 
curriculum orientation 3 42 
31 Based on a philosophy of 
education or extension 7 60 
Total 47 428 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
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Table 19. Operations origins 
Origin 
no. Origin® 
Major origin 
frequency 
All origin 
frequency 
4 Adopted after examining 
successful programs 9 88 
9 Spinoffs from a program 57 233 
11 Requests or questions from 
individual clients 77 319 
12 Recommendation of a program 
coordinator or supervisor 23 91 
30 Collaboration with 
coworkers 13 66 
Total 179 797 
O^rigins In this table are abbreviated forms of those listed In the 
questionnaire. 
"Recommendations from an advisory committee," origin 19, represented 
the largest number of selections In the needs assessment category (Table 
20). "Result of a needs assessment procedure," origin 21, was also 
Indicated frequently. "A diagnosis by experts," origin 28, was the least 
selected origin for both groups of major and all listed origins. 
Of the context origins (Table 21), "recognition of political, 
economic, or social trends," origin 23, was selected the most often 
followed by origin 20, "analysis of a particular life stage or special 
needs group." Least selected of the major origins was origin 13, 
"scanning the media for Ideas," while the least selected for all origins 
was the "availability of a grant or scholarship" (origin 25). 
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Table 20. Needs assessment origins 
Origin 
no. Origin* 
Major origin 
frequency 
All origin 
frequency 
1 Result of a test or pretest 5 34 
2 Study of organizational and 
census data 9 89 
8 Gleaned from current research 4 105 
19 Recommendations from an 
advisory committee 114 338 
21 Result of a needs assessment 
procedure 69 180 
26 Evaluation of previous 
program efforts 18 132 
28 A diagnosis by experts 2 12 
32 Result of an informal dis­
cussion or observation 10 114 
Total 231 1,004 
O^rigins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
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Table 21. Context origins 
Origin Major origin All origin 
no. Origin® frequency frequency 
3 Availability of an out­
standing resource 9 55 
5 Ideas gained through travel 
or a new experience 20 107 
10 Collaboration with 
practitioners from 
other agencies 15 95 
13 Scanning the media for ideas 1 55 
14 Survey of community resources 10 81 
17 Recommended by an influential 
or legitlmizer 3 32 
20 Analysis of a life stage 
or special needs group 27 141 
23 Recognition of political, 
economic, or social trends 56 161 
24 Availability of a prepared 
instructional program 12 82 
25 Availability of a grant or 
scholarship 4 14 
Total 157 823 
O^rigins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
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Origins with Independent Variables 
To compare origins with the demographic variables, the five Nowlen 
categories of origin, representing the major program origins of the home 
economics programs, were studied with the variables: program emphasis, 
educational background of the home economist, employment, degree, state, 
city size, shared planning, and years of employment as an extension home 
economist and/or adult educator. 
Because an assumption of chl-square requires observations to be 
independent, chl-square is not an appropriate procedure to obtain results 
from all three programs. According to Minium (1978), "In all likelihood 
three responses given by each subject are not independent of each other" 
(p. 433). Chl-square tests were used to identify differences between the 
origins for each of the three programs and the Independent variables. 
Significant differences were found between the categories of origin and 
state and educational background; however, the chl-square results were 
inflated by low cell size and high expected frequencies. Therefore, a 
Multiple Response (SPSSX, 1983) computation provided frequencies and 
percentages for a descriptive discussion of categories of origin in 683 
programs with the Independent variables. Because the subgroups within 
each variable were not evenly matched in numbers, the Information 
presented was most often based on the percent of the responses within each 
subgroup, rather than on the percent of the whole. 
Program emphasis 
A program emphasis was also given for each of the 683 programs. 
Examination of data in Table 22 indicates that the largest number of food 
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Table 22. Home economics program emphasis and category of major origin 
Home economics program emphasis^  
Category FN H0_ CL CN HP 
of major No. No. No. No. No. 
origin (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
History 34 0 1 16 17 
(15.5) (0.0) (1.3) (10.6) (8.8) 
Philosophy 15 3 8 10 11 
(6.8) (7.1) (10.5) (6.6) (5.7) 
Operations 65 20 28 30 36 
(29.5) (47.6) (36.8) (19.7) (18.7) 
Needs 65 12 30 54 71 
assessment (29.5) (28.6) (39.5) (35.5) (36.8) 
Context 41 7 9 42 58 
(18.7) (16.7) (11.9) (27.6) (30.0) 
Total 220 42 76 152 193 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
K^ey; FN=food and nutrition; HO=houslng, Interior design, equipment; 
CL=clothing, apparel, textiles; CN=consumer education and home management; 
HD=human development and the family. 
and nutrition programs; clothing, apparel, textiles programs; consumer 
education and home management programs; and human development and the 
family programs—had needs assessment origins. Food and nutrition 
programs had an equal number of operations and needs assessment origins. 
The largest number of housing, Interior design, equipment programs had 
operations origins. No housing. Interior design, equipment programs had a 
history origin. 
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Also indicated in Table 22 are percentages of an origin category 
represented by the program emphasis. The largest percentage of history 
origins was found for the food and nutrition (16%) programs. 
The largest percentage of programs with a philosophy origin was 
clothing, apparel, textiles programs (10%). Operations, to the largest 
extent, was represented by housing, interior design, equipment programs 
(48%). Clothing, apparel, textiles (40%) and human development and the 
family programs (37%) had the largest percentages of needs assessment 
origins. The largest percentage of context origins was represented by 
human development programs (30%). 
Educational background of the home economist 
The home economics content background of the home economist was also 
studied in relation to program origins (Table 23). The largest number of 
programs representing home economists with food and nutrition backgrounds; 
clothing, apparel, textiles backgrounds; and consumer education and home 
management and general backgrounds had needs assessment origins. The 
largest number of programs representing home economists with housing. 
Interior design, equipment backgrounds had operations origins. Those with 
human development and the family backgrounds had the largest number of 
context origins. 
Also Indicated in Table 23 are percentages of an origin represented 
by the home economics background. The largest percentage of those 
programs with history origins was represented by home economists with 
clothing, apparel, textiles backgrounds (14%). The largest percentage of 
those backgrounds with philosophy origins was those in the areas of food 
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Table 23. Educational background and category of major origin 
Educational background of the home economist® 
Category FN HO CL CN HP GL 
of major No. No. No. No. No. No. 
origin (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 
History 12 4 17 9 10 16 
(9.3) (6.1) (14.0) (9.4) (9.7) (9.5) 
Philosophy 12 4 10 9 6 6 
(9.3) (6.1) (8.3) (9.4) (5.8) (3.6) 
Operations 37 25 27 19 29 42 
(28.7) (37.8) (22.3) (19.8) (28.2) (25.0) 
Needs 45 19 46 34 25 63 
assessment (34.9) (28.8) (38.0) (35.4) (24.3) (37.5) 
Context 23 14 21 25 33 41 
(17.8) (21.2) (17.4) (26.0) (32.0) (24.4) 
Total 129 66 121 96 103 168 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
Key: FN=food and nutrition; HO=housing, interior design, equipment; 
CL=clothing, apparel, textiles; CN=consumer education and home management; 
HD=human development and the family; and GL=general home economics. 
and nutrition (9%) and consumer education and home management (9%). The 
largest percentage of those programs with operations origins was 
represented by home economists in the housing, interior design, equipment 
area (38%). Those programs with the largest number of needs assessment 
origins represented home economists with clothing, apparel, textiles 
backgrounds (38%) and those with general home economics background (38%). 
The largest percentage of context origins was representative of home 
economists with human development and the family backgrounds. 
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Employment 
Program origins represented by home economists engaged in full- and 
part-time employment are shown in Table 24. 
Examination of Table 24 indicates that the largest number of the 
programs represented by part-time home economists selected an operations 
origin. The largest number of programs represented by full-time home 
economists selected needs assessment origins. 
Also indicated in Table 24 are percentages of an origin represented 
by those employed full- and part-time. Although the numbers are quite low 
for those in part-time employment and high for those in full-time efforts, 
Table 24. Employment and category of major origin 
Employment 
Category Part-time Full-time 
of major Ko. No. 
origin (%) (%) 
History 6 62 
(9.7) (10.0) 
Philosophy 7 40 
(11.3) (6.4) 
Operations 18 161 
(29.0) (25.9) 
Needs assessment 14 218 
(22.6) (35.1) 
Context 17 140 
(27.4) (22.6) 
Total 62 621 
(100.0) (100.0) 
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a larger percentage of operations origins (29%), context origins (27%), 
and philosophy origins (11%) are evidenced for part-time extension home 
economists. A larger percentage of needs assessment operations were found 
for full-time extension home economists (35%). The percentages of history 
origins were the same for part-time (10%) and full-time (10%) home 
economists. 
Degree 
Programs represented by home economists with bachelor's and graduate 
degrees were studied in relation to Nowlen's (1980) categories of program 
origins. 
Trends in these data follow in Table 25. The largest category of 
origin, given for those programs representing home economists with 
bachelor's degrees and for those with master's degrees and above, was 
needs assessment. Programs represented by home economists with a graduate 
degree had a larger percentage of history (12%) and context origins (25%). 
Programs representing home economists with a bachelor degree had a greater 
percentage of philosophy (8%) and operations origins (31%). 
State 
Iowa, Minnesota, Illinois, and Wisconsin home economists had programs 
with the largest number of needs assessment origins (Table 26). South 
Dakota, Nebraska, and Missouri home economics programs had the largest 
percentage of operations origins. 
Also indicated in Table 26 are origin category percentages 
represented by each state. The states that had the largest percentage of 
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Table 25. Degree and category of major origin 
.. . Degree 
Category Bachelor Graduate 
of major No. No. 
origin (%) (%) 
History 26 42 
(7.6) (12.4) 
Philosophy 26 21 
(7.6) (6.2) 
Operations 105 74 
(30.5) (21.8) 
Needs assessment 114 118 
(33.1) (34.8) 
Context 73 84 
(21.2) (24.8) 
Total 344 339 
(100.0)  (100.0)  
history origins were; Iowa (13%), Minnesota (13%), and Wisconsin (13%). 
South Dakota had the largest percentage of those with philosophy origins 
(10%). The state with the largest number and percent of operations 
origins was Missouri (42%), and South Dakota had a similar percentage 
(41%). The state with the largest percentage of needs assessment origins 
was Wisconsin (45%). The largest percentages of context origins were 
given for Nebraska (29%) and Minnesota (31%) programs. 
85 
Table 26. State and category of major origin 
State® 
Category 
of major 
origin 
lA 
No. 
(%) 
SD 
No. 
(%) 
NB 
No. 
(%) 
MN 
No. 
(%) 
IL 
No. 
(%) 
WI 
No. 
(%) 
MO 
No. 
(%) 
History 12 
(12.9) 
3 
(4.8) 
4 
(4.6) 
13 
(12.9) 
16 
(10.4) 
13 
(12.9) 
7 
(8.2) 
Philosophy 5 
(5.4) 
6 
(9.5) 
7 
(8.1) 
8 
(7.9) 
9 
(5.8) 
7 
(6.9) 
5 
(5.9) 
Operations 16 
(17.2) 
26 
(41.3) 
30 
(34.9) 
19 
(18.8) 
35 
(22.7) 
17 
(16.8) 
36 
(42.4) 
Needs 
assessment 
35 
(37.6) 
15 
(23.8) 
20 
(23.3) 
30 
(29.7) 
61 
(39.6) 
45 
(44.6) 
26 
(30.6) 
Context 25 
(26.9) 
13 
(20.6) 
25 
(29.1) 
31 
(30.7) 
33 
(21.5) 
19 
(18.8) 
11 
(12.9) 
Total 93 
(100.0) 
63 
(100.0) 
86 
(100.0) 
101 
(100.0) 
154 
(100.0) 
101 
(100.0) 
85 
(100.0) 
K^ey; lA^ Iowa; SD=South Dakota; NB=Nebraska; MN=Mlnnesota; 
IL=Illlnols; WI=Wisconsln; and MO=Missourl. 
City size 
Programs represented by home economists located In various community 
populations were studied In relation to the categories of origin (Table 
27). Those programs represented by home economists working In cities of 
9,999 or less and 50,000 or more had the largest percentage of needs 
assessment origins. Those programs represented by home economists working 
In populations of 10,000 to 19,999 and 25,000 to 49,999 had the largest 
percentage of context origins. 
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The largest percentage of history origins was represented by home 
economists in cities of 50,000 or more (17%). Operations origins were, to 
a larger extent, represented by those home economists in communities of 
10,000 to 19,999 (28%). Needs assessment origins were represented by a 
greater percentage of those home economists working in a population of 
9,999 or less (38%). Those in the mid-range populations, 10,000 to 24,999 
and 25,000 to 49,999, had larger percentages of context origins (32%). 
The percentage use of the philosophy origin varied between 6 and 8 
percent. 
Table 27. City size and category of major origin 
City size* 
Category 1 2 3 4 
of major No. No. No. No. 
origin (%) (%) (%) (%) 
History 37 7 6 18 
(9.0) (6.4) (11.1) (16.7) 
Philosophy 27 9 3 8 
(6.6) (8.2) (5.6) (7.4) 
Operations 113 31 14 21 
(27.4) (28.4) (25.9) (19.4) 
Needs 158 27 14 33 
assessment (38.3) (24.9) (25.9) (30.6) 
Context 77 35 17 28 
(18.7) (32.1) (31.5) (25.9) 
Total 412 109 54 108 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
®Key; 1=9,999 or less; 2=10,000 to 19,999; 3=20,000 to 49,999; and 
4=50,000 or more. 
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Shared planning 
Situations where there was likely to be shared planning among two 
adult extension home economists were studied in relation to major origin. 
For those programs where the home economists shared planning, larger 
numbers of operations origins were indicated. For those programs where 
only one home economist did the planning, the largest number of origins 
was given in the needs assessment category (Table 28). 
Though there was a larger number of home economists who did not work 
with another home economist, those that did share had slightly larger 
Table 28. Shared planning and category of major origin 
Shared planning with another home economist 
Category Did not share Shared planning 
of major No. No. 
origin (%) (%) 
History 46 22 
(9.4) (11.4) 
Philosophy 33 14 
(6.7) (7.3) 
Operations 124 55 
(25.4) (28.5) 
Needs 183 49 
assessment (37.3) (25.3) 
Context 104 53 
(21.2) (27.5) 
Total 490 193 
(100.0) (100.0) 
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percentages of programs representing history (11%), operations (29%), and 
context (28%) origins. Philosophy origins for both groups of home 
economists were similar (7%). 
Years of employment 
Years of employment were grouped to show the frequencies and 
percentages of program origins in five-year intervals. (The last interval 
was much larger to obtain enough responses to make a comparison.) 
Examination of Table 29 reveals that the largest number of origins for 
these programs was in the needs assessment category for all of the 
intervals. 
Table 29. Years of experience and category of major origin 
Years of employment 
Category 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-32 
of major No. No. No. No. 
origin (%) (%) (%) (%) 
History 16 16 23 13 
(7.7) (10.2) (15.9) (7.4) 
Philosophy 25 7 7 8 
(12.0) (4.5) (4.8) (4.6) 
Operations 61 36 32 50 
(29.5) (23.1) (22.1) (28.6) 
Needs 62 66 47 57 
assessment (30.0) (42.3) (32.4) (32.5) 
Context 43 31 36 47 
(20.8) (19.9) (24.8) (26.9) 
Total 207 156 145 175 
(100.0) (100.0) (100.0) (100.0) 
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The largest percentage of history origins was present for those 
programs representing home economists with 11-15 years of experience. Use 
of philosophy origins was highest during the first five years of 
employment and tapered off throughout the advancing years of employment. 
The largest percentage of operations origins was noted in the first five 
years and in the last 16 to 32 years of employment. Needs assessment 
appears to be used most as a major origin by those in the 6- to 10-year 
employment range. The larger percentages of context origins appear in the 
two employment categories representing more than 10 years as an extension 
home economist and/or an adult educator. 
Analysis of Major Origins by Independent Variables 
To see if there were any differences in the origins selected and the 
independent variables, a determination was made to identify the home 
economists who indicated a category of origin twice or more as a major 
origin. (See Tables 30 to 36 for frequencies and percentages.) Those 
home economists indicating two or more origins in the same category were 
viewed as having a dominance in that category. 
Description of the number of major origins 
in each category by the independent variables 
Seventy-eight percent of the home economists did not give history as 
a major origin (Table 30). Nineteen percent selected it once and only 8 
percent selected it twice. No one selected history as a major origin for 
all three programs. 
Eighty-three percent of the home economists did not select philosophy 
as a major origin (Table 31). Sixteen percent selected it once, and only 
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Table 30. Frequency and percent of the home economists selecting history 
as a major origin 
No. of major 
origins selected Frequency Percent 
0 188 78.0 
1 45 18.7 
2 8 3.3 
Total 241 100.0 
Table 31. Frequency and percent of home economists selecting philosophy 
as a major origin 
No. selecting 
philosophy as 
a major origin Frequency Percent 
0 199 82.6 
1 38 15.8 
2 4 1.6 
Total 241 100.0 
2 percent of the home economists selected It twice. No one selected the 
category philosophy as a major origin for all three programs. 
Fifty-four percent of the home economists did not mention operations 
as a major origin (Table 32). Twenty-nine percent selected It once and 14 
percent selected operations twice as a major origin. Four percent 
mentioned operations as a major origin for all three programs. 
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Table 32. Frequency and percent of home economists selecting operations 
as a major origin 
No. selecting 
operations as 
a major origin Frequency Percent 
0 129 53.5 
1 69 28.6 
2 33 13.7 
3 10 4.2 
Total 241 100.0 
Forty-two percent of the home economists did not mention needs 
assessment as a major origin (Table 33). Thirty-five percent selected it 
once, and 14 percent selected it twice. Nine percent mentioned needs 
assessment as a major origin for all three programs. 
Table 33. Frequency and percent of home economists selecting needs 
assessment as a major origin 
No. selecting 
needs assessment 
as a major origin Frequency Percent 
0 101 41.9 
1 85. 35.3 
2 33 13.7 
3 22 9.1 
Total 241 100.0 
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Fifty-six percent of the home economists did not select a major 
origin in the context category (Table 34). Twenty-nine percent selected 
it once, 12 percent selected it twice, and 3 percent selected context as a 
major origin for all three programs. 
Table 34. Frequency and percent of home economists selecting context as a 
major origin 
No. selecting 
context as a 
major origin Frequency Percent 
0 135 56.0 
1 69 28.7 
2 30 12.4 
3 7 2.9 
Total 241 100.0 
Analysis of the number of major origins 
in each category by the independent variables 
Chi-square results revealed significant differences at the .01 level 
with those home economists having a dominance in needs assessment and the 
variable employment. In addition, a significance level of .05 was found 
between those home economists with a dominance in context and the variable 
city. The history and philosophy categories had too few origins for a 
valid chi-square test. Variables found not significant were; state, 
degree, educational background, and shared planning. Tables 35 and 36 
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provide a visual description of these differences. Only those significant 
findings are reported in this section. 
Needs assessment and employment 
The distribution of home economists by full- or part-time employment 
Is shown In Table 35. Those home economists who favored needs assessment 
as a major origin were to a larger extent those employed as full-time 
workers (25%). Part-time workers had the largest percent (70%) of those 
not selecting needs assessment as a major origin. 
Needs assessment and city size 
The proportion of those giving two or more major origins in the 
context category was represented to the largest extent by those working in 
communities of 10,000 to 24,999 (27%) and 25,000 to 49,999 (30%) people. 
The least percentage of home economists listing two or more context 
Table 35. Distribution of home economists by the category needs 
assessment and the variable employment 
Employment 
No. selecting 
needs assessment 
as a major origin 
Part-time 
No. 
(%) 
Full-time 
No. 
(%) 
Chi-
square Significance 
0 19 
(70.4) 
82 
(38.3) 11.49973 .0032** 
1 7 
(25.9) 
78 
(36.5) 
2 or more 1 
(3.7) 
54 
(25.2) 
**p < .01. 
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Table 36. Distribution of home economists by the category context and the 
variable city size 
City size* 
No. selecting 1 2 3 4 
context as a No. No. No. No. Chi-
major origin (%) (%) (%) (%) square Significance 
0 94 16 7 18 14.54129 .0241* 
(63.9) (43.3) (35.0) (48.7) 
1 38 11 7 13 
(25.9) (29.7) (35.0) (35.1) 
2 or 15 10 6 6 
more (10.2) (27.0) (30.0) (16.2) 
®Key: 1=9,999 or less; 2=10,000 to 24,999; 3=25,000 to 49,999; and 
4=50,000 or more. 
*p < .05. 
origins was found for those working in communities of 9,999 or less. In 
addition, the latter group had a low percentage of those with one context 
origin and the greatest number and percentage of those who did not select 
context as a major origin. A progressively greater percentage of those 
who listed context once as a major origin was evidenced across the 
categories of city size. 
Patterns of Program Origin 
To see if there was any trend or pattern in the type of origins 
selected by an individual across the programs given, each questionnaire 
was studied for distinguishable patterns of origins by checking to see if 
a set of three or more of the same origin was repeated over two or more 
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programs. (The thirteen respondents with only one program were not 
included in this analysis.) Patterns were written down and compared for 
similarities. Over one-third or 72 of the respondents had a 
distinguishable pattern of origins. Most of the identified patterns, 
however, appeared to be unique to the individual. 
Five groups of two home economists reported the same pattern of 
origins for two or more of their programs. The first group's pattern 
included origins 7, 9, and 11: "the program being important for some 
time," "a spinoff from a program," and "requests or questions from 
individual clients." Another group pattern included origins 7 and 9, but 
the third origin was origin 14, "survey of community resources." The 
third group's pattern included origins 7 and 11 with origin 19, 
"recommendations from an advisory committee." Origins 11, 19, and 21, 
"result of a needs assessment procedure," made up the fourth group's 
pattern. Origins 11, 19, and the origin 23, "recognition of political, 
economics, and social trends," composed the fifth pattern. All other 
patterns differed among the home economists, though some similarities 
within the patterns can be noted. The patterns are shown in Table 57 of 
Appendix A. 
A count was also made of the number of home economists who selected 
origins representing all five of Nowlen's (1980) categories for the 
programs they listed. Results revealed that over 42 percent (102 home 
economists) selected origins representing all five categories. 
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Description and Analysis of All Origins 
by the Independent Variables 
Because 42 percent of all the origins listed by individual home 
economists represented all of Nowlen's (1980) five categories, the number 
of origins given for each category were described by frequency and percent 
and analyzed for possible significance with the Independent variables. 
Percentages of all origins selected for each category of origin, followed 
by an analysis of the number of all origins In a category with the 
independent variables, are presented in this section. 
Description of the number of all origins selected 
Each of the 241 home economists could select any number of origins 
representing the programs they listed in the questionnaire. Every home 
economist selected between 1 and 36 origins (including major origins). 
Tables 37 to 42 provide a count of the times a category of origin was 
selected by an Individual home economist. Information is given by 
Nowlen's (1980) categories for ease of discussion. 
History Table 37 shows that 86 (36%) of the home economists did 
not select a history origin. Sixty-six (27%) indicated a history origin 
once, and 48 (20%) listed three or more history-related origins. Nine was 
the largest number of history origins Indicated by any one home economist. 
Philosophy Eighty-four (35%) of the home economists did not 
select a philosophy origin. Forty-five (19%) indicated this category 
once, and 71 (29%) selected philosophy as an origin three or more times. 
Ten was the largest number of philosophy origins given by any one home 
economist (Table 38). 
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Table 37. History selection by frequency and percent 
No. of times 
selected Frequency Percent 
0 86 35.7 
1 66 27.4 
2 41 17.0 
3 29 12.0 
4 7 2.9 
5 8 3.3 
6 3 1.3 
9 1 .4 
Total 241 100.0 
Table 38. Philosophy selection by frequency and percent 
No. of times 
selected Frequency Percent 
0 84 34.9 
1 45 18.7 
2 41 17.0 
3 36 14.9 
4 11 4.6 
5 5 2.1 
6 15 6.2 
7 1 .4 
8 1 .4 
9 1 .4 
10 1 .4 
Total 241 100.0 
98 
Operations Thirteen (5%) home economists did not give an 
operations origin, 26 (11%) listed one operations origin, and 146 (61%) 
listed operations as an origin at least three times. The largest number 
of operations origins indicated by any one home economist was nine (Table 
39). 
Table 39. Operations selection by frequency and percent 
No. of times 
selected Frequency Percent 
0 13 5.4 
1 26 10.8 
2 56 23.2 
3 ' 44 18.3 
4 41 17.0 
5 22 9.1 
6 26 10.8 
7 9 3.8 
8 2 .8 
9 2 .8 
Total 241 100.0 
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Needs assessment Fifteen (6%) of the home economists did not list 
a needs assessment origin, 21 (9%) listed one, and 170 (71%) listed three 
or more needs assessment origins. Sixteen was the largest number of needs 
assessment origins given by any one home economist (Table 40). 
Table 40. Needs assessment selection by frequency and percent 
No. of times 
selected Frequency Percent 
0 15 6.2 
1 21 8.7 
2 35 14.5 
3 44 18.3 
4 33 13.7 
5 27 11.2 
6 25 10.4 
7 16 6.7 
8 7 2.9 
9 10 4.2 
10 1 .4 
11 1 .4 
12 1 .4 
13 1 .4 
14 1 .4 
15 2 .8 
16 1 .4 
Total 241 100.0 
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Context Eighteen (8%) of the home economists did not select a 
context origin, 41 (17%) listed one, and 142 (59%) listed three or more 
context origins. Fifteen was the largest number of context origins given 
by any one individual (Table 41). 
Table 41. Context selection by frequency and percent 
No. of times 
selected Frequency Percent 
0 18 7.5 
1 41 17.0 
2 40 16.6 
3 40 16.6 
4 37 15.4 
5 23 9.5 
6 15 6.2 
7 12 5.0 
8 7 2.9 
9 1 .4 
10 3 1.3 
11 1 .4 
12 2 .8 
15 1 .4 
Total 241 100.0 
Summary Table 42 provides a summary of the descriptive 
information presented on selection frequencies in Tables 37 to 41 in order 
to make comparisons across the categories of origin. 
Operations was selected by more individual home economists than any 
other of Nowlen's (1980) categories; history was selected least often. 
History, however, represented the largest number of home economists making 
one selection in any given category. 
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Table 42. Summary of selection frequencies and percentages 
No. not One Two Three 
Category selecting selection selections selections 
of origin (%) (%) (%) (%) 
History 86 66 41 48 
(35.7) (27.4) (17.0) (19.9) 
Philosophy 84 45 41 71 
(34.9) (18.7) (17.0) (29.4) 
Operations 13 26 56 146 
(5.4) (10.8) (23.2) (60.6) 
Needs 15 21 35 170 
assessment (6.2) (8.7) (14.5) (70.6) 
Context 18 41 40 142 
(7.5) (17.0) (16.6) (58.9) 
More home economists were reported to have selected one or more 
operations origins. The needs assessment category represented the largest 
number of home economists reporting three or more origins, and a large 
number of home economists selected three or more origins for operations 
and context. In addition, nearly 30 percent of the home economists 
selected a philosophy origin three or more times. 
ANOVA analysis 
One-way analysis of variance results revealed significant differences 
at the .01 level with the total number of history origins listed and the 
variable state, and the total number of needs assessment origins and the 
variable state. No other significant differences were found with the 
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other independent variables. Means and F-ratios for those variables with 
significant differences are presented In Table 43. 
A comparison of the means between states showed that a larger number 
of history origins was selected by individual home economists in 
Minnesota, Iowa, and Missouri. The lowest means were found for the states 
of Nebraska and South Dakota. 
Home economists in the states of Minnesota and Wisconsin tended to 
list more needs assessment origins for their programs. The lowest means 
were found for the states of Nebraska and South Dakota. 
Table 43. F-ratios and mean scores for state 
Sources of variation Mean scores F-ratios 
a. State& 
(for history origins) 
1) 3.2941 
2) 1.4783 
3) 1.2353 
4) 4.2857 
5) 2.1538 
6) 3.6471 
7) 2.9655 
5.2184** 
b. State 
(for needs assessment 
origins) 
1) 8.3529 
2) 5.6522 
3) 5.6471 
4)10.4000 
5) 8.8462 
6) 9.9412 
7) 8.2759 
3.6053** 
K^ey: a,b,c=l) Iowa; 2) South Dakota; 3) Nebraska; 4) Minnesota; 5) 
Illinois; 6) Wisconsin; and 7) Missouri. 
**p < .01. 
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Correlation analysis 
A Pearson correlation was computed for the number of years employed 
and the number of origins in each of the categories. No significant 
differences were found; however, the direction of correlation of the 
number of philosophy origins with years of experience was found to be 
negative. 
Analysis of the Total Number of Origins 
and the Independent Variables 
The total number of all origins listed by the home economists were 
analyzed by a one-way analysis of variance with the independent variables. 
Only state was found to have a significant difference at the .01 level. 
As shown in Table 44, the largest mean was represented by home 
economists in Minnesota. Smaller means were noted for the states of 
Nebraska and South Dakota. 
Table 44. F-ratios and mean scores for state by total number of origins 
Sources of variation Mean scores F-ratios 
a. State^  1) 28.2353 
2) 23.3913 
3) 21.7059 
4) 33.9429 
5) 27.4615 
6) 30.3529 
30.3448 
3.2084** 
K^ey: a=l) Iowa; 2) South Dakota; 3) Nebraska; 4) Minnesota; 5) 
Illinois; 6) Wisconsin; and 7) Missouri. 
**p < .01. 
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The total number of origins were also analyzed by years of experience 
using a Pearson product-moment (r) correlation procedure. No significant 
correlations were found. This Is Interesting In view of the authors who 
propose such a relationship should be found. The correlation found was 
r=.0103 (p=.437). The scattergram of this correlation was sporadic. 
However, a plot (Figure 4) of the mean number of origins listed for each 
year of experience showed an upswing In the number of origins every four 
to six years. The largest mean was found for 16 years of employment. 
Summary and Discussion of Findings 
After a brief summary of the sample characteristics, a review and 
discussion of the findings will be presented by the three major purposes 
of the study: (1) to Identify origins of home economics programs in seven 
midwestern states, (2) to identify to what extent these origins 
represented Philip Nowlen's (1980) categories of origin, and (3) to 
compare categories of origin with the Independent variables. 
Summary of sample characteristics 
A review of the demographic data revealed that 53 percent of the 
respondents had been employed as extension home economists and/or adult 
educators 10 years or less. Eighty-nine percent were employed full-time 
and 52 percent had obtained a bachelor's degree. 
For the most part, extension home economists iia the seven midwestern 
states studied had an educational specialty in a specific area of home 
economics (74%), although those with general home economics backgrounds 
(24.5%) were larger in total number than any of the specialty groups. 
15 10 15 20 25 30 
YEARS OF EMPLOYMENT 
I G^rand mean = A.88. 
*No home economists in the study indicated that they had been employed 22 or 31 years. 
I 
; Figure 4. Mean number of origins selected by years of experience 
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Home economists were found most often to be employed in cities of 9,999 or 
less (61%) and were not generally working with another adult extension 
home economist in their county (72%). 
Identification of program origins 
The findings identified all 32 origins, including an additional 
origin cited as "county program review," were selected as major origins, 
and were included in the group of all origins listed. This seems to 
indicate the 32 origins provided a comprehensive list of how programs came 
about. In view of the fact that many state extension service operations 
periodically conduct program reviews (Haskell, 1985), however, it would 
seem reasonable to include this origin with the final list of origins. 
As could be expected, some origins were listed more often than 
others. The four most selected major origins, "recommendations from an 
advisory committee," "results or questions from individual clients," "the 
result of a needs assessment procedure," and "spinoffs from a program," 
represented nearly 50 percent of all the major origins selected. The 10 
most selected major origins represented three-fourths of all the major 
origins. 
Similar rankings were also found for the 10 most selected major 
origins and the 10 most selected of all origins given by the home 
economists. However, the "program being important for a number of years" 
and "my own philosophy, personal, or professional interest" ranked higher 
for all the listed origins than did "the results of a needs assessment 
procedure" as a major origin. This suggests that many of the major 
programs may be long-term efforts. In addition, the personal. 
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philosophical, or professional interest of the home economist may be an 
underlying factor in how programs come about. 
The most selected origin, "recommendations by an advisory committee," 
was listed as a major origin for 17 percent of the programs and as an 
origin for 49 percent of the programs. This finding seems to indicate, 
despite the emphasis on advisory committees in the literature, that at 
least one-half of the major programs studied did not originate by 
committee recommendations, but by a variety of other origins. 
The ranking of the "recommendation from an advisory committee" listed 
as an origin for 49 percent of the programs, and "my own philosophy, 
personal, and professional interest" for 26 percent of the programs was 
very similar to what Kempfer found when he studied committee inputs and 
planner Interest, among other variables, in 1955. 
Finally, the least selected origin, common to both groups of major 
and all listed origins, was "diagnosis by experts." This may indicate 
that experts who have studied a problem are not likely to be involved or 
recognized as originators of major programs. The finding that expert 
diagnosis was not selected to any great extent may be consistent with 
Lacy, Pigg, and Busch's (1980) results, which found that only agricultural 
agents saw the research faculty as having an important influence upon 
their programs. 
Representation of Nowlen's categories 
The 32 origins were identified to see to what extent these origins 
represented Nowlen's (1980) categories of origin. For the most part, 
Nowlen's (1980) categories seemed to be quite evenly distributed across 
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the ranked major origins and all the origins selected by the home 
economists. 
Though origins in the needs assessment category were listed most 
frequently, only one-third of the major origins (34%) and less than 
one-third (30%) of all origins were represented by this category. These 
findings do not appear to support the notion that needs assessment origins 
prevail as major origins for major programs. 
Throughout the study, fewer frequencies were noted for the history 
and philosophy categories than for the other categories, although a larger 
percentage of philosophy origins were found for all origins than for the 
major origins. This is a likely result of the high frequency of the 
origin, "my own philosophy or personal interest," as indicated in a 
previous discussion. 
Looking at other percentage differences between the major origins and 
all origins, the percentages of those selecting origins in the history 
category were similar for both groups of origins. The percentages of 
operations and needs assessment origins were slightly higher for the major 
origins, and the percent of context origins was slightly higher for all 
origins. Operations origins were also selected proportionally more for 
both groups based on the number of items written. 
The most selected origins in each category likely affected the 
selection of the category itself, because their frequencies were generally 
much higher. The most selected origins in each category were origin 7, 
"the program has been important for some time" (history); origin 15, "my 
own philosophy or personal interest" (philosophy); origin 11, "requests of 
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individual clients" (operations); origin 19, "recommendations from an 
advisory committee" (needs assessment); and origin 23, "recognition of 
political, economic, or social trends" (context). 
Comparison of origins with the independent variables 
The needs assessment category was the only category in which a larger 
percentage of full-time home economists selected these origins. This was 
found to be significant with those home economists who had a dominance in 
this category (selected needs assessment as an origin for two or more 
programs). This finding adds support to Brackhaus (1984) and Pennington 
and Green's (1976) concern that part-time home economists may not have 
time to use formal needs assessment procedures. 
in addition, the needs assessment category was the only category to 
indicate a greater percentage of programs representing home economists who 
did not share planning responsibilities with another home economist. This 
was likely because those who did share may have had more opportunity to 
develop a number of programs with a variety of origins. Although the same 
result was not identified for the major origins, those home economists 
selecting origins representing the needs assessment category most often 
selected them three or more times. 
It is interesting to note that history origins were not selected for 
housing, interior design, equipment programs, and quite a large percentage 
of operations origins were noted for this emphasis. Requests from 
individual clients and program spinoffs may be the primary origins of 
these programs. 
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While no significance was found, a negative correlation resulted when 
the total number of philosophy origins by years of experience were 
compared. This result may indicate that the "home economist's own 
philosophy or personal interest" as well as some of the other philosophy 
origins decreased as origins among home economists with greater years of 
experience (see Table 64). 
A greater percentage of programs with operations origins represented 
home economists with bachelor's degrees. This finding is different than 
for any other category of origin and may indicate that home economists 
with less than graduate degrees have more programs with origins based on 
local operations and client requests and may not recognize origins from 
other categories to the same degree as those with graduate degrees. 
For one of the categories of origin, a major theme seemed to result 
in terms of percentages. Context origins were largely selected for human 
development programs. These origins were also representative of programs 
whose home economists had a background in the human development area. 
Likely their training made these home economists more aware of the trends 
and available resources in the community. 
In addition, programs representing home economists in the two 
mid-sized populations had larger percentages of context origins. Most 
likely, these locations were large enough to Identify trends and small 
enough to have accessible resources. A significantly greater number of 
those selecting context origins twice or more represented city sizes of 
10,000 to 24,000 and 25,000 to 49,000. 
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For those programs where the home economist had worked longer with 
extension or adult education, a greater percentage of context origins was 
evident. Perhaps as home economists work longer, they become increasingly 
familiar with their communities and the people they represent and conduct 
programs that have context origins. 
Significant differences were found with the total number of history 
origins and needs assessment origins, selected as major origins, and the 
variable state. The total number of origins given by home economists was 
also found to be significant by state. Home economists in Minnesota 
averaged the largest number of all origins selected, and Nebraska and 
South Dakota the lowest numbers of any state. It is not known why the two 
more western states should have lower numbers of origins, particularly for 
history and needs assessment. Perhaps where distances are greater and 
planning processes tend to be more traditional, there may be less of an 
opportunity to utilize these origins. 
No significant correlation was found among the total number of 
origins and the years of experience as an extension home economist and/or 
adult educator. However, every 4 to 6 years of employment, a larger 
number of origins were selected. Perhaps this indicates that more sources 
of information are sought periodically and, therefore, more origins are 
recognized at these intervals. Major programs may also be on-going for a 
number of years and, therefore, fewer sources are sought during some 
periods. The fact that home economists with 16 years of employment had 
the largest number of origins may support the notion that was expressed by 
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Steele (1978) that there Is a period of development as an extension agent 
which Is followed by a period of decline before the agent retires. 
Conclusion 
Findings in this study clearly indicate that home economics programs 
originate in a variety of ways. Not only did successful program planners 
have origins other than formal needs assessment (as indicated in previous 
studies), but so did the programs of this 50 percent sample representing 
seven midwestern states. The findings seem to indicate that while needs 
assessment origins predominate, other origins were noted as having an 
Influence on the way programs begin. 
Theorists can also no longer say that a linear relationship exists 
between the number of origins and the years the home economist is 
employed, though there appears to be a periodic upswing at certain periods 
based on the length of employment. 
For those who are worried that the home economists' "philosophy or 
personal interests" will predominate in program planning, the philosophy 
origins seemed to decrease as the home economists gained more experience; 
however, philosophy origins were prevalent in 27 percent of the programs 
given. 
History and needs assessment categories seem to be somewhat related 
based on the descriptive and analytical findings. The independent 
variable related to those origins was state; and consistently Minnesota 
had the highest means. South Dakota and Nebraska the lowest means for 
these individual categories and the total number of origins as a whole. 
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There do seem to be some percentage differences among those home 
economists with programs and backgrounds in certain areas of home 
economics. Patterns of origins were also evident among the programs 
listed by the home economist. These trends suggest that there may be many 
environmental factors that influence program and the origin of program. 
Therefore, the influence of other variables most likely to be related to 
the program or the work environment needs to be further explored. Only 
when the most influential variables aire identified will more be known 
about how programs originate. 
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SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary 
The primary purposes of the study were: to identify origins of 
extension home economics programs in seven midwestem states, to examine 
to what extent these origins were representative of Philip Nowlen's (1980) 
five categories of origin, and to compare these categories with the 
independent variables. The five categories of origin were: history, 
philosophy, operations, needs assessment, and context. The independent 
variables were program emphasis, and the demographic variables: state, 
years employed with extension or adult education, full- or part-time 
employment, degree, educational background, city size, and shared 
planning. 
A questionnaire was developed to collect data on demographics, 
programs, and program origins. From a list of 32 origins, home economists 
could select major origins and other related origins for three of their 
major programs. 
The questionnaire and list of origins were reviewed for content 
validity by specialists in adult and extension education. The 
questionnaire was pilot tested with adult education students and extension 
home economists not in the sample. Revisions were made based on 
appropriate origin selection within Nowlen's (1980) categories and to 
increase clarity of the directions. 
The final questionnaire included demographic questions, a section 
where the major programs were listed, program emphases specified, and 
appropriate major and other related origins selected. 
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Subjects for the study were 241 home economists from the seven states 
of: Illinois, Iowa, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, South Dakota, and 
Wisconsin. To reach a representative sample of these home economists, a 
list was obtained of all the employed home economists involved in adult 
extension programs and permission was granted from each state leader of 
home economics to conduct the study. Using a random cluster sampling 
technique, 50 percent of the home economists in each state were selected 
for the study. 
A total of 284 questionnaires was mailed to the home economists. Of 
this number, 248 were returned and 241 provided usable data. 
Data from questionnaires were analyzed as follows: 
(1) Frequencies and percentages were obtained for the independent 
variables, the major origins, and all the origins listed. 
(2) Individual origin frequencies were ranked to compare frequency 
of responses, and they were categorized into Nowlen's (1980) 
groupings for the same purpose. 
(3) A Multiple Response (SPSSX, 1983) procedure compiled data so 
that descriptive comparisons could be made with the origins 
representing Nowlen's (1980) categories and the independent 
variables. 
(4) Differences in the number of major origins selected by a home 
economist and the independent variables were identified using 
chi-square analysis (with years as a continuous variable, a 
one-way analysis of variance was used). 
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(5) Differences in the number of all origins selected within a 
category of origins were identified using a one-way analysis of 
variance (with years of experience as a continuous variable, a 
Pearson correlation was used). 
(6) Relationships in the total number of all origins with the 
independent variables were determined by using Pearson 
product-moment correlation coefficients. 
(7) Patterns of program origins among individual home economists 
were also studied. 
The analysis of the demographic data indicated that 53 percent of the 
respondents had been employed 10 years or less as an extension home 
economist, 89 percent were employed as full-time home economists, and 52 
percent had a bachelor's degree. 
Most of the home economists had an educational background In a 
specific area of home economics (74%), although those with general home 
economics backgrounds (24.5%) were larger in number than any of the 
specialty areas. Home economists were found most often to be employed in 
cities of 9,999 or less (61%), and were not generally working with another 
extension home economist in their county (71%). Food and nutrition was 
selected most as a major program emphasis (32%). 
Descriptive statistics Indicated that extension home economics 
programs originate in a variety of ways. All 32 origins were selected. 
While the most selected category of origin, needs assessment, was 
chosen for one-third of the major origins and one-third of all origins, 42 
percent of the home economists did not list a needs assessment major 
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origin for any of their major programs. Use of advisory committee 
recommendations was listed for only 17 percent of the programs as a major 
origin and for less than 50 percent of the programs was it considered an 
origin. The least selected origin common to both major and all origins 
was "a diagnosis by experts." 
Descriptive comparisons among independent variables indicate higher 
percentages of history and needs assessment origins for food and nutrition 
programs and for those with master's degrees. 
Philosophy origins were selected less by those employed a greater 
number of years. Larger percentages of philosophy origins were noted for 
clothing, apparel, textiles programs. 
A higher percentage of operations origins (more than any other 
category) was given for programs with home economists having bachelor's 
degrees. Higher percentages of operations origins were found for housing, 
interior design, equipment programs. More than any other category, needs 
assessment had higher percentages representing full-time home economists 
and those that shared planning responsibilities. 
Higher percentages of context origins were found for human 
development programs and home economists with human development 
backgrounds. A larger percentage use of context origins was found in 
mid-sized communities and, generally, the percentage use was greater the 
longer the home economist was employed. 
Chi-square significant differences were found for needs assessment 
and full- or part-time employment and for context and city size (.05 
level) when the number of major origins listed by the home economist was 
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compared with the Independent variables. Numbers of history and 
philosophy origins were too small to make these comparisons. 
One-way analysis of variance was found at the .01 level for the 
number of history and needs assessment origins selected and the variable 
state. Findings in both cases indicated larger means for Minnesota and 
smaller means for Nebraska and South Dakota. 
No correlation was found among the total number of all origins and 
the variables, although a 4- to 6-year upswing was noted in mean number of 
origins given for each year of employment. The largest mean was noted for 
home economists with 16 years of employment. 
Patterns of origins among home economists revealed that 42 percent 
listed origins representing all five of Nowlen's (1980) categories. Those 
not selecting all five categories most often did not select history or 
philosophy origins. Eighty-two percent had used a set of three or more of 
the same origins for two or more programs. However, most individuals 
exhibited personal consistency more than they exhibited similarities with 
other home economists. 
Recommendat ions 
Recommendations for further research 
According to Tuomisto (1981), the assessment of need taken place from 
just one method has met with partial success only. This study identified 
that a variety of origins are evident, not just for successful planners 
and programs (as some have suggested), but also for the programs of a 50 
percent random sample of midwestem home economists in this study. Based 
on the findings, the following recommendations are made: 
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(1) To further establish the reliability of the 32 origins, it is 
suggested that the study be replicated with a larger regional or 
national sample of home economists. Program review inputs, 
stated as the "other" origin, should be included if the study is 
replicated. 
(2) Additional study is needed in order to compare these findings to 
a subset of home economists who have had successful programs or 
are outstanding in some way; recommendations can then be made as 
to the desirability of one type of origin or a variety of 
origins in planning programs. 
(3) In order to make recommendations about extension personnel in 
general, agricultural, community development, and 4-H programs 
and personnel should be studied. 
(4) Because home economics program emphasis was the only program 
related variable studied, further research would be useful in 
order to know what other aspects of program may be an influence. 
Studying factors such as timing of programs and integration with 
other program areas of extension may provide valuable insight. 
(5) Because this study was limited to three major programs of the 
home economist, further study of other home economics efforts 
may provide valuable insight. Those programs which are 
developed and presented in less than 20 days may encompass a far 
greater percentage of effort than the few major programs studied 
here. 
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(6) Since advisory committee recommendations were selected most 
often, it would seem important to study roles of advisory groups 
in the planning process and what types of training would expand 
their horizons for program needs. 
(7) Further research is needed to identify if a combination of 
origins may be as effective as the sole use of diagnostic 
methods. What is the cost/benefit ratio for the various origins 
in terms of resources expended by the planner and benefits to 
the public? How can the practitioner effectively and 
efficiently identify, select, appraise, and act on adults' 
educational needs? 
(8) Study is needed to identify if the use of a variety of origins 
poses problems in state and local planning. Does the 
consideration of a variety of origins perhaps take more time and 
resources? What should be done when a conflict in result or 
recommendation is found? Can a variety of origins serve to 
legitimize efforts as effectively as formal diagnostic methods? 
On the other hand, a variety of origins may appease client 
groups, counterbalance individual bias, and prevent planning 
conflicts. Multiple origins may be used to cross-validate 
conclusions. Home economics programs in the study appear to 
have needs assessment as well as a variety of other origins. 
Qualitative and quantitative, subjective and objective data may 
be used to produce a better study of adult needs than either 
might have produced alone. 
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(9) Since personal Interest seems to be an important factor in 
programs that are conducted, further study is needed to find out 
the extent to which this might be a primary influence in program 
planning. 
Recommendations for extension administrators 
(1) As there appears to be many Influences on program origin, 
extension home economists should be made aware of the variety of 
program origins. Training efforts may have some influence on 
the origins of future programs or on patterns that may be 
developed by an individual home economist over time. 
(2) Since the purpose of the study was not to make recommendations 
as to which origins are appropriate to extension service, but 
only to identify origins, recommendations at this point on 
training or guidelines for planning may be premature. However, 
with further study, it may be possible that extension home 
economists may be able to analyze their planning approaches. In 
the future, knowledge of specific program origins may be 
developed to the extent that agents and supervisors may audit 
their jobs and review the extent to which they are involved in 
the planning process. 
(3) Although authors and extension leaders continue to advocate 
formal needs assessment as the major or sole basis of programs, 
more research is needed to discern whether this Is, Indeed, 
desirable. Until that time, authors and leaders should be 
sensitive to the origins of programs in their state and perhaps 
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discover ways to streamline formal needs assessment and/or 
utilize other origins (particularly, In the case of part-time 
employees). 
(4) State leaders may also be concerned that experts are not 
recognized as originators of home economics extension programs. 
Much discussion has been aired by Yep (1974) and others on the 
specialist's lack of role in planning. More needs to be known 
about how specialists and other experts can contribute to the 
planning process. 
If the Cooperative Extension Service Is to aim programs at Improving 
public welfare through needs assessment input, it must continue to analyze 
program origins. Nowlen (1980) has provided a useful rationale for 
reviewing a variety of program origins. Rather than directing research 
toward finding one right way to do something, various alternatives need to 
be studied. Rather than directing practitioners toward one way of program 
planning, teaching them to manage uncertainties and to compare options and 
results may be more important. Multiple and appropriate program origins 
may Insure a comprehensive grasp of human needs. 
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Table 45. Number of home economists by state providing Information for 
one, two, and three programs 
Number of programs given by home economists 
State 3 programs 2 programs 1 program 
Illinois 51 0 1 
Iowa 28 3 3 
Minnesota 32 2 1 
Missouri 28 0 1 
Nebraska 24 4 6 
South Dakota 18 4 1 
Wisconsin 33 1 1 
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Table 46. Years of employment as an extension home economist and/or an 
adult educator by number and percent 
Years employment Number Percent 
1 22 9.1 
2 11 4.6 
3 13 5.4 
4 7 2.9 
5 21 8.7 
6 12 5.0 
7 8 3.3 
8 12 5.0 
9 8 3.3 
10 14 5.8 
11 11 4.6 
12 13 5.4 
13 11 4.6 
14 9 3.7 
15 7 2.9 
16 6 2.5 
17 4 1.7 
18 6 2.5 
19 1 .4 
20 9 3.7 
21 6 2.5 
23 4 1.7 
24 2 .8 
25 7 2.9 
26 5 2.1 
27 4 1.7 
28 1 .4 
29 2 .8 
30 3 1.2 
32 2 .8 
Total 241 100 
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Table 47. Rank order of major origins by number and percent 
Rank 
Origin 
no. Origin* 
No. of 
times 
indicated Percent 
1 19 Recommendations from an advisory 
committee 114 16.69 
2 11 Requests or questions from individual 
clients 77 11.27 
3 21 Result of a needs assessment procedure 69 10.10 
4 9 Spinoffs from a program 57 8.35 
5 23 Recognition of political, economic, 
or social trends 56 8.20 
6 7 Important program for a number of years 44 6.44 
7 15 My own philosophy or personal interest 28 4.10 
8 20 Analysis of a particular life stage 
or special needs group 27 3.95 
9 12 Recommendation by a program coordinator 
or supervisor 23 3.37 
10 5 Ideas gained through travel or a new 
experience 20 2.93 
11 26 Evaluation of previous program efforts 18 2.64 
12 10 Collaboration with practitioners from 
other agencies 15 2.20 
13.5 22 Legislative mandates 13 1.90 
13.5 30 Collaboration with coworkers 13 1.90 
15 24 Availability of a prepared instructional 
program 12 1.76 
16.5 32 Result of an informal discussion or 
observation 10 1.46 
16.5 14 Survey of community resources 10 1.46 
18 2 Study of organizational and census data 9 1.32 
18 3 Availability of an outstanding resource 9 1.32 
18 4 Adopted after examining successful 
programs of others 9 1.32 
21.5 6 Careful reflection of the extension 
service 7 1.02 
21.5 31 Based on a philosophy of education or 
extension 7 1.02 
23 18 Influenced by the home economics 
profession 6 .88 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in 
questionnaire. 
^Based on 683 programs. 
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Table 47. Continued 
Rank 
Origin 
no. Origin 
No. of 
times 
indicated Percent 
24 1 Result of a test or pretest 5 .73 
26 8 Gleaned from current researach 4 .59 
26 25 Availability of a scholarship or grant 4 .59 
26 29 Based on a history of interagency 
cooperation 4 .59 
28 16 My own philosophy of what extension 
should be doing 3 .44 
28 17 Recommendation by an influential or 
legitimizer 3 .44 
28 27 From a subject matter or curriculum 
orientation 3 .44 
31 28 A diagnosis by experts 2 .29 
32 13 Scanning the media for ideas 1 .15 
32 33 Other (county program review) 1 .15 
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Table 48. Rank order of all origins by number and percent 
No. of 
Origin times 
Rank no. Origin® Indicated Percent 
1 19 Recommendations from an advisory 
committee 338 49.49 
2 11 Requests or questions from individual 
clients 319 46.71 
3 9 Spinoffs from a program 233 34.11 
4 7 Important program for a number of years 187 27.38 
5 15 My own philosophy or personal interest 185 27.09 
6 21 Result of a needs assessment procedure 180 26.35 
7 23 Recognition of political, economic, or 
social trends 161 23.57 
8 20 Analysis of a particular life stage or 
special needs group 141 20.64 
9 26 Evaluation of previous program efforts 132 19.33 
10 32 Result of an informal discussion or 
observation 114 16.69 
11 5 Ideas gained through travel or a new 
experience 107 15.67 
12 8 Gleaned from current research 105 15.37 
13 10 Collaboration with practitioners 
from other agencies 95 13.91 
14 12 Recommended by a program coordinator 
or supervisor 91 13.32 
15 2 Study of organizational and census data 89 13.03 
16.5 4 Adopted after examining successful 
programs 88 12.88 
16.5 6 Careful reflection of the extension 
service 88 12.88 
18 16 My own philosophy of what extension 
should be doing 86 12.59 
19 24 Availability of a prepared instructional 
program 82 12.01 
20 14 Survey of community resources 81 11.86 
21 30 Collaboration with coworkers 66 9.66 
22 31 Based on a philosophy of education or 
extension 60 8.78 
24 3 Availability of an outstanding resource 55 8.05 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in 
questionnaire. 
^Based on 683 programs. 
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Table 48. Continued 
Rank 
Origin 
no. Origin 
No. of 
times 
indicated Percent 
24 13 Scanning the media for ideas 55 8.05 
24 18 Influenced by the home economics 
profession 55 8.05 
26 27 From a subject matter or curriculum 
orientation 42 6.15 
27 1 Result of a test or pretest 34 4.98 
28.5 17 Recommendation by an influential or 
legitimizer 32 4.69 
28.5 22 Legislative mandate 32 4.69 
30 29 Based on a history of interagency 
cooperation 23 3.37 
31 25 Availability of a scholarship or grant 14 2.05 
32 28 A diagnosis by experts 12 1.76 
33 33 Other (county program review) 1 .15 
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Table 49. Nowlen's (1980) categories of origin for the major origins 
studied 
No. of 
Origin times 
no. Origin® indicated Category 
19 Recommendations from an advisory 
committee 114 Needs assessment 
11 Requests or questions from individual 
clients 77 Operations 
21 Result of a needs assessment procedure 69 Needs assessment 
9 Spinoffs from a program 57 Operations 
23 Political, economic, or social trends 56 Context 
7 Program important for a number of 
years 44 History 
15 My own personal or professional 
interest 28 Philosophy 
20 Analysis of a particular life stage 
or special needs group 27 Context 
12 Recommendation by a program coordinator 
or supervisor 23 Operations 
5 Ideas gained through travel are new 
experience 20 Context 
26 Evaluation of previous program efforts 18 Needs assessment 
10 Collaboration with practitioners from 
other agencies 15 Context 
22 Legislative mandates 13 History 
30 Collaboration with coworkers 13 Operations 
24 Availability of instructional programs 12 Context 
32 Result of informal discussion or 
observation 10 Needs assessment 
14 Survey of community resources 10 Context 
2 Study of organizational and census data 9 Needs assessment 
3 Availability of an outstanding resource 9 Context 
4 Adopted after examining successful 
programs 9 Operations 
6 Careful reflection of the extension 
service 7 History 
31 Based on a philosophy of education or 
extension 7 Philosophy 
18 Influenced by the home economics 
profession 6 Philosophy 
1 Result of a test or pretest 5 Needs assessment 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
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Table 49. Continued 
No. of 
Origin times 
no. Origin indicated Category 
8 Gleaned from current research 4 Needs assessment 
25 Availability of a scholarship or grant 4 Context 
29 Based on a history of interagency 
cooperation 4 History 
16 My own philosophy of what extension 
should be doing 3 Philosophy 
17 Recommendation of an influential or 
legitimizer 3 Context 
27 From a subject matter or curriculum 
orientation 3 Philosophy 
28 A diagnosis by experts 2 Needs assessment 
13 Scanning th'e media for ideas 1 Context 
33 Other (county program review) 1 (not coded) 
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Table 50. Nowlen's (1980) categories of origins for all origins studied 
No. of 
Origin times 
no. Origin^  indicated Category 
19 Recommendations from an advisory 
committee 338 Needs assessment 
11 Requests or questions from Individual 
clients 319 Operations 
9 Spinoffs from a program 233 Operations 
7 Important program for a number of years 187 History 
15 My own philosophy or personal interest 185 Philosophy 
21 Result of a needs assessment procedure 180 Needs assessment 
23 Recognition of political, economic, or 
social trends 161 Context 
20 Analysis of a particular life stage 
or special needs group 141 Context 
26 Evaluation of previous program efforts 132 Needs assessment 
32 Result of an informal discussion or 
observation 114 Needs assessment 
5 Ideas gained through travel or a new 
experience 107 Context 
8 Gleaned from current research 105 Needs assessment 
10 Collaboration with practitioners from 
other agencies 95 Context 
12 Recommended by a program coordinator 
or supervisor 91 Operations 
2 Study of organizational and census data 89 Needs assessment 
4 Adopted after examining successful 
programs 88 Operations 
6 Careful reflection of the extension 
service 88 History 
16 . My own philosophy of what extension 
should be doing 86 Philosophy 
24 Availability of a prepared 
instructional program 82 Context 
14 Survey of community resources 81 Context 
30 Collaboration with coworkers 66 Operations 
31 Based on a philosophy of education 
or extension 60 Philosophy 
3 Availability of an outstanding 
resource 55 Context 
13 Scanning the media for ideas 55 Context 
^Origins in this table are abbreviated forms of those listed in the 
questionnaire. 
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Table 50. Continued 
No. of 
Origin times 
no. Origin indicated Category 
18 Influenced by the home economics 
profession 55 Philosophy 
27 From a subject matter or curriculum 
orientation 42 Philosophy 
1 Result of a test or pretest 34 Needs assessment 
17 Recommended by an influential or 
legitimizer 32 Context 
22 Legislative mandates 32 History 
29 History of interagency cooperation 23 History 
25 Availability of a grant or scholarship 14 Context 
28 A diagnosis by experts 12 Needs assessment 
33 Other (county program review) 1 (not coded) 
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Table 51. Home economics program emphasis for the three programs by 
number and percent 
Program 1 Program 2 Program 3 
Program emphasis No. % No. % No. % 
Food and nutrition 85 35. 3 72 29.9 63 26.1 
Housing, interior design, equipment 15 6. 2 14 5.8 13 5.4 
Clothing, apparel, textiles 26 10. 8 28 11.6 22 9.2 
Consumer education and home management 52 21. 6 50 20.7 50 20.7 
Human development and the family 63 26. 1 64 26.6 66 27.4 
Missing 13 5.4 27 11.2 
Total 241 100. 0 241 100.0 241 100.0 
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Table 52. Number of major origins in rank order for each of the three 
programs 
Origin Program Program Program 
no. Origin* 1 2 3 Total 
19 Advisory committee recommenda­
tions 40 42 32 114 
11 Individual client requests 27 29 21 77 
21 Needs assessment procedure 20 26 23 69 
9 Program spinoffs 24 16 17 . 57 
23 Political, economic, or social 
trends 18 17 21 56 
7 Program important for some time 15 9 20 44 
15 Personal or professional interest 15 5 8 28 
20 Life stage or special needs group 13 3 11 27 
12 Supervisor recommendation 10 7 6 23 
5 Ideas gained through new 
experience 6 4 10 20 
26 Evaluation of previous efforts 5 11 2 18 
10 Collaboration with other agencies 7 6 2 15 
22 Legislative mandates 6 3 4 13 
30 Collaboration with coworkers 2 3 8 13 
24 Availability of instructional 
programs 4 6 2 12 
32 Result of discussion or incidence 4 5 1 10 
14 Survey of community resources 2 5 3 10 
2 Organizational and census data 2 1 6 9 
3 Availability of an outstanding 
resource 2 4 3 9 
4 Adopted from successful programs 3 5 1 9 
6 Study of the extension service 3 2 2 7 
31 Philosophy of education 2 2 3 7 
18 Influenced by home economics 
profession 1 3 2 6 
1 Result of test or pretest 3 2 0 5 
8 Gleaned from current research 1 2 1 4 
25 Availability of scholarship or 
grant 2 1 1 4 
29 History of interagency coopera­
tion 1 2 1 4 
16 What extension should be doing 1 1 1 3 
17 Influential/legitimizer 
r ecommendat ion 0 2 1 3 
O^rigins are abbreviated into key words. 
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Table 52. Continued 
Origin Program Program Program 
no. Origin 12 3 Total 
27 Curriculum orientation 1 2 0 3 
28 A diagnosis by experts 1 0 1 2 
13 Scanning the media 0 1 0 1 
33 Other (county program review) 0 1 0 1 
Missing 0 13 27 
Total 241 228 214 683 
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Table 53. Number of all origins in rank order for each of the three 
programs 
Origin Program Program Program 
no. Origin^  12 3 Total 
19 Advisory committee recommenda­
tions 121 115 102 338 
11 Individual client requests 112 114 93 319 
9 Program spinoffs 88 67 78 233 
7 Program important for some time 75 57 55 187 
15 Personal or professional 
interest 70 58 57 185 
21 Needs assessment procedure 61 63 56 180 
23 Political, economic, or social 
trends 59 51 51 161 
20 Life stage or special needs 
group 53 38 50 141 
26 Evaluation of previous efforts 49 44 39 132 
32 Result of discussion or 
observation 38 36 40 114 
5 Ideas gained through new 
experience 40 35 32 107 
8 Gleaned from current research 36 38 31 105 
10 Collaboration with other 
agencies 40 28 27 95 
12 Supervisor recommendation 34 24 33 91 
2 Organizational and census data 31 28 30 89 
4 Adopted from other successful 
programs 39 26 23 88 
6 Study of the extension service 30 29 29 88 
16 What extension should be doing 31 26 29 86 
24 Availability of instructional 
program 27 30 25 82 
14 Survey of community resources 27 24 30 81 
30 Collaboration with coworkers 16 23 27 66 
31 Philosophy of education 17 19 24 60 
3 Availability of an outstanding 
resource 21 24 10 55 
13 Scanning the media 12 23 20 55 
18 Influenced by home economics 
profession 15 21 19 55 
27 Curriculum orientation 10 22 10 42 
1 Result of a test or pretest 11 14 9 34 
22 Legislative mandate 12 7 13 32 
^Origins are abbreviated into key words. 
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Table 53. Continued 
Origin Program Program Program 
no. Origin 12 3 Total 
17 Influential/legitimizer 
recommendation 10 10 12 32 
29 History of interagency 
cooperation 6 9 8 23 
25 Availability of a scholarship 
or grant 6 4 4 14 
28 Diagnosis by experts 3 4 5 12 
33 Other (county program review) 0 1 0 1 
Total 1,200 1,112 1,071 3,383 
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Table 54. Categories of major origin for the three programs by number and 
percent 
Category of Program 1 Program 2^  Program 3 
origin No. % No. % No. % 
History 25 10.4 16 6.6 27 11.2 
Philosophy 20 8.3 13 5.4 14 5.8 
Operations 66 27.4 60 24.9 53 22.0 
Needs assessment 76 31.5 90 37.3 66 27.4 
Context 54 22.4 49 20.3 54 22.4 
Missing 13 5.5 27 11.2 
Total 241 100.0 241 100.0 241 100.0 
I^ncludes origin 33, categorized as needs assessment. 
Table 55. Categories of all origins for the three programs by number and 
percent 
Category of Program 1 Program 2^  Program 3 
origin No. % No. % No. % 
History 123 10.2 102 9.2 105 9.8 
Philosophy 143 11.9 146 13.2 139 13.0 
Operations 289 24.1 254 22.8 254 23.7 
Needs assessment 350 29.2 342 30.8 312 29.1 
Context 295 24.6 267 24.0 261 24.4 
Total 1,200 100.0 1,112 100.0 1,071 100.0 
^Includes origin 33, categorized as needs assessment. 
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Table 56. Frequency and percent selection of Nowlen's (1980) categories 
for the three programs 
No. of 
Category times Program 1 Program 2 Program 3 
of origin selected No. % Nol No. % 
History 0 139 
1 84 
2 15 
3 3 
Philosophy 0 138 
1 72 
2 22 
3 9 
4 0 
Operations 0 59 
1 92 
2 74 
3 15 
4 1 
Needs assessment 0 42 
1 101 
2 58 
3 31 
4 5 
5 4 
6 0 
Context 0 71 
1 84 
2 58 
3 19 
4 7 
5 2 
6 0 
7 0 
57.7 157 65.1 157 65.1 
34.9 67 27.8 67 27.8 
6.2 16 6.6 13 5.4 
1.2 1 .4 4 1.7 
57.3 135 56.0 145 60.2 
29.9 75 31.1 60 24.9 
9.1 24 10.0 29 12.0 
3.7 5 2.1 7 2.9 
0.0 2 .8 0 0.0 
24.5 71 29.5 80 33.2 
38.2 97 40.2 88 36.5 
30.7 62 25.7 55 22.8 
6.2 11 4.6 16 6.6 
.4 2 .8 
17.4 50 20.7 73 30.3 
41.9 91 37.8 71 29.5 
24.1 66 27.4 63 26.1 
12.9 23 9.5 25 10.4 
2.1 7 2.9 6 2.5 
1.7 2 .8 2 .8 
0.0 2 .8 1 .4 
29.5 83 34.4 98 40.7 
34.9 89 36.9 72 29.9 
24.1 36 14.9 45 18.7 
7.9 27 11.2 13 5.4 
2.9 5 2.1 8 3.3 
.8 1 .4 3 1.2 
0.0 0 0.0 1 .4 
0.0 0 0.0 1 .4 
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Table 57 Patterns of program origin over two or more programs® 
Pattern Pattern 
no. Origin pattern no. Origin pattern 
1 1,2,5,9,11,15,19,21 37 9,11,21 
2 1,2,7,11,12,16,19,20,23 38 9,11,21,24,31 
3 2,3,4,6,13,15,32 39 9,11,25 
4 2,5,9,14,19,21 40 9,11,26 
5 2,6,7,11,19,26 41 9,13,18,19,26,31 
6 2,6,8,9,10,11,15,19,21,26,31 42 9,15,16,32 
7 2,6,23,31,27,32 43 9,15,19 
8 2,10,11,15,26,29 44 9,15,21 
9 2,14,19 45 9,19,26 
10 3,7,11,19,20 46 10,12,18,19,20,22,23,24,26 
11 3,8,12,20,24 47 11,12,19 
12 3,11,19,21 48 11,12,21,24 
13 4,9,11,15,16,21 49 11,13,15,16,20,23 
14 4,9,19 50 11,13,19 
15 5,6,11,13,14,17,19 51 11,14,19,23 
16 6,7,8,11,12,19 52 11,15,16,18,26 
17 6,8,11,13,14,19,20,21,23,31 53 11,15,19 
18 6,8,31 54 11,15,19,21 
19, 7,8,9,10,26,29 55 11,15,19,23,32 
20? 7,9,11 56^  11,19,17 
21^  7,9,11 57^  11,19,21 
22^  7,9,14 58^  11,19,21 
23*^  7,9,14 59e 11,19,23 
24 7,9,15,19 60® 11,19,23 
25 7,9,19 61 12,23,30 
26 7,11,12,19 62 12,24,27 
27^  7,11,19 63 14,15,19,20 
28^  7,11,19 64 14,15,19,20,22 
29 7,11,19,20,26 65 14,19,20,32 
30 8,11,23 66 15,16,19,23 
31 9,10,11,18,23,24,27 67 15,18,23 
32 9,10,11,30 68 19,20,21 
33 9,11,15,16 69 19,21,23 
34 9,11,19 70 19,21,26 
35 9,11,19,20,21,26 71 19,30,32 
36 9,11,19,21,32 72 21,14,23 
fPatterns are two or more origins. 
Similar origin pattern. 
S^imilar origin pattern. 
Similar origin pattern. 
S^imilar origin pattern. 
Similar origin pattern. 
Table 58. Comparison of home economics background with individual major origins by number and 
percent 
Home economics background of the home economist 
Origin FN HO CL CN HD GL 
Category no. No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
History 6 0 0. 0 2 3. 0 3 2. ,5 0 0. 0 0 0. 0 2 1. 2 
7 7 5. ,4 2 3. 0 10 8. ,3 7 7. 4 8 7. ,7 10 6. 0 
22 3 2. 3 0 0. 0 4 3. 3 2 2. 1 2 1. 9 2 1. 2 
29 2 1. ,6 0 0. 0 0 0. 0 0 0. 0 0 0. 0 2 1. 2 
Philosophy 15 4 3. ,1 3 4. ,5 8 6. 6 5 5. ,3 4 3. 8 4 2. 4 
16 2 1. 6 1 1. ,5 0 0, .0 0 0. ,0 0 0, .0 0 0. 0 
18 3 2. 3 0 0. ,0 0 0, .0 0 0. ,0 2 1, .9 1 0. ,6 
27 1 0, .8 0 0. 0 1 0 .8 0 0. ,0 1 1, .0 0 0. ,0 
31 2 1, .6 0 0. 0 1 0 .8 3 3, .2 0 0, .0 1 0, ,6 
Operations 4 3 2, .3 0 0, .0 1 0 .8 1 1, .1 0 0 .0 4 2. 4 
9 13 10 .1 8 12, .1 9 7 .4 4 4, .2 13 12 .5 10 6, .0 
11 18 14, .0 6 9, .1 11 9 .1 12 12, .6 11 10 .6 19 11, .3 
12 1 0 .8 7 10 .6 4 3 .3 2 2 .1 3 2 .9 6 3 .6 
30 2 1 .6 4 6 .1 2 1 .7 0 0 .0 2 1 .9 3 1 .8 
Needs 1 2 1 .6 0 0 .0 1 0 .8 1 1 .1 0 0 .0 1 0 .6 
assessment 2 0 0 .0 1 1 .5 3 2 .5 1 1 .1 0 0 .0 4 2 .4 
8 1 0 .8 0 0 .0 3 2 .5 0 0 .0 0 0 .0 0 0 .0 
19 26 20 .2 7 10 .6 18 14 .9 14 14 .7 13 12 .5 36 21 .4 
21 11 8 .5 8 12 .1 15 12 .4 11 11 .6 7 6 .7 17 10 .1 
26 3 2 .3 1 1 .5 5 4 .1 6 6 .3 1 1 .0 2 1 .2 
K^ey; FN=food and nutrition; HO=housing, interior design, equipment; CL=clothing, apparel, 
textiles; CN=consumer education and home management; HD=human development and the family; 
and GL=general home economics. 
Table 58. Continued 
Home economics background of the home economist 
Category 
Origin 
no. 
FN HO CL CN HD GL 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
28 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 
32 2 1.6 2 3.0 0 0.0 1 1.1 2 1.9 3 1.8 
Context 3 4 3.1 0 0.0 1 0.8 2 2.1 0 0.0 2 1.2 
5 2 1.6 1 1.5 1 0.8 3 3.2 8 7.7 5 3.0 
10 2 1.6 4 6.1 0 0.0 4 4.2 3 2.9 2 1.2 
13 1 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
14 1 0.8 2 3.0 0 0.0 2 2.1 2 1.9 3 1.8 
17 2 1.6 0 0.0 1 0.8 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
20 6 4.7 1 1.5 5 4.1 5 5.3 5 4.8 5 3.0 
23 5 3.9 4 6.1 10 8.3 6 6.3 12 11.5 19 11.3 
24 0 0.0 1 1.5 3 2.5 3 3.2 1 1.0 4 2.4 
. 
25 0 0.0 1 1.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.9 1 0.6 
Other 33 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 
Total 129 100.0 66 100.0 121 100.0 95 100.0 104 100.0 168 100.0 
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Table 59. Comparison of employment with individual major origins by 
number and percent 
Employment 
Category 
Origin 
no. 
Part-time Full--time 
No. . %  No. %  
History 6 1 1.6 6 1.0 
7 3 4.8 41 6.6 
22 2 3.2 11 1.8 
29 0 0.0 4 0.6 
Philosophy 15 4 6.5 24 3.9 
16 2 3.2 1 0.2 
18 0 0.0 6 1.0 
27 0 0.0 3 0.5 
31 1 1.6 6 1.0 
Operations 4 2 3.2 7 1.1 
9 6 9.7 51 8.2 
11 5 8.1 72 11.6 
12 4 6.5 19 3.1 
30 1 1.6 12 1.9 
Needs 1 0 0.0 5 0.8 
assessment 2 0 0.0 9 1.4 
8 1 1.6 3 0.5 
19 10 . 16.1 104 16.7 
21 3 4.8 66 10.6 
26 0 0.0 18 2.9 
28 0 0.0 2 0.3 
32 0 0.0 10 1.6 
Context 3 3 4.8 6 1.0 
5 2 3.2 18 2.9 
10 0 0.0 15 2.4 
13 1 1.6 0 0.0 
14 0 0.0 10 1.6 
17 0 0.0 3 0.5 
20 1 1.6 26 4.2 
23 8 12.9 48 7.7 
24 1 1.6 11 1.8 
25 1 1.6 3 0.5 
Other 33 0 0.0 1 0.2 
Total 62 100.0 621 100.0 
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Table 60. Comparison of degree with individual major origins by number 
and percent 
Degree 
Category 
Origin 
no. 
Bachelor 's Graduate 
No. % No. % 
History 6 3 0.9 4 1.2 
7 21 6.1 23 6.8 
22 1 0.3 12 3.5 
29 1 0.3 3 0.9 
Philosophy 15 17 4.9 11 3.2 
16 2 0.6 1 0.3 
18 2 0.6 4 1.2 
27 2 0.6 1 0.3 
31 3 0.9 4 1.2 
Operations 4 7 2.0 2 0.6 
9 31 9.0 26 7.7 
11 44 12.8 33 9.7 
12 17 4.9 6 1.8 
30 6 1.7 7 2.1 
Needs 1 3 0.9 2 0.6 
assessment 2 3 0.9 6 1.8 
8 3 0.9 1 0.3 
19 60 17.4 54 15.9 
21 29 8.4 40 11.8 
26 9 2.6 9 2.7 
28 1 0.3 1 0.3 
32 6 1.7 4 1.2 
Context 3 9 2.6 0 0.0 
5 9 2.6 11 3.2 
10 6 1.7 9 2.7 
13 1 0.3 0 0.0 
14 6 1.7 4 1.2 
17 1 0.3 2 0.6 
20 13 3.8 14 4.1 
23 22 6.4 34 10.0 
24 3 0.9 9 2.7 
25 3 0.9 1 0.3 
Other 33 0 0.0 1 0.3 
Total 344 100.0 339 100.0 
Table 61. Comparison of state with individual major origins by number and percent 
State® 
Category 
Origin 
no. 
lA SD NB MN IL WI MO 
No. % No. t No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
History 6 2 2.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 3 3.0 1 1.2 
7 4 4.3 3 4.8 4 4.7 8 7.9 13 8.4 6 5.9 6 7.1 
22 6 6.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 3 3.0 0 0.0 4 4.0 0 0.0 
29 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 3 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
Philosophy 15 4 4.3 4 6.3 6 7.0 3 3.0 6 3.9 2 2.0 3 3.5 
16 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 1 1.2 
18 0 0.0 1 1.6 1 1.2 2 2.0 1 0.6 0 0.0 1 1.2 
27 1 1.1 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 
31 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 2.0 1 0.6 4 4.0 0 0.0 
Operations 4 1 1.1 0 0.0 4 4.7 1 1.0 3 1.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 
9 7 7.5 10 15.9 6 7.0 7 6.9 14 9.1 7 6.9 6 7.1 
11 5 5.4 14 22.2 15 17.4 5 5.0 13 8.4 9 8.9 16 18.8 
12 1 1.1 0 0.0 3 3.5 6 5.9 0 0.0 0 0.0 13 15.3 
30 2 2.2 2 3.2 2 2.3 0 0.0 5 3.2 1 1.0 1 1.2 
Needs 1 0 0.0 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.3 2 2.0 0 0.0 
assessment 2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 4 4.0 1 0.6 2 2.0 2 2.4 
8 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 0 0.0 1 0.6 1 1.0 1 1.2 
19 25 26.9 1 1.6 8 9.3 8 7.9 36 23.4 27 26.7 9 10.6 
21 3 3.2 10 15.9 9 10.5 12 11.9 16 10.4 9 8.9 10 11.8 
26 4 4.3 1 1.6 2 2.3 2 2.0 3 1.9 2 2.0 4 4.7 
28 0 0.0 1 1.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 
32 3 3.2 1 1.6 0 0.0 4 4.0 2 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
K^ey: IA=Iowa; SD=South Dakota; NB=Nebraska; MN=Minnesota; IL=Illinois; WI=Wisconsin; and 
MO=Missouri. 
Table 61. Continued 
State 
Origin lA SD NB MN IL WI MO 
Category no. No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % No.  ^
Context 3 0 0.0 1 1.6 2 2.3 1 1.0 5 3.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 
5 3 3.2 2 3.2 4 4.7 2 2.0 4 2.6 1 1.0 4 4.7 
10 4 4.3 1 1.6 0 0.0 2 2.0 6 3.9 2 2.0 0 0.0 
13 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 
14 2 2.2 2 3.2 1 1.2 2 2.0 3 1.9 G 0.0 0 0.0 
17 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 0 0.0 2 1.3 0 0.0 0 0.0 
20 6 6.5 4 6.3 2 2.3 2 2.0 6 3.9 4 4.0 3 3.5 
23 4 4.3 3 4.8 11 12.8 19 18.8 6 3.9 11 10.9 2 2.4 
24 5 5.4 0 0.0 3 3.5 2 2.0 1 0.6 0 0.0 1 1.2 
25 1 1.1 0 0.0 1 1.2 1 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.2 
Other 33 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 0 0.0 
Total 93 100.0 63 100.0 86 100.0 101 100.0 154 100.0 101 100.0 85 100.0 
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Table 62. Comparison of city size with individual major origins by number 
and percent 
City size 
Category 
Origin 
no. 
la 2 3 4 
No. % No. % No. % No. % 
History 6 4 1.0 2 1.9 0 0.0 1 0.9 
7 25 6.1 5 4.6 4 7.0 10 9.3 
22 5 1.2 0 0.0 2 3.5 6 5.6 
29 3 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 
Philosophy 15 16 3.9 6 5.6 0 0.0 6 5.6 
16 3 0.7 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
18 2 0.5 3 2.8 0 0.0 1 0.9 
27 2 0.5 0 0.0 1 1.8 0 0.0 
31 4 1.0 0 0.0 2 3.5 1 0.9 
Operations 4 6 1.5 2 1.9 0 0.0 1 0.9 
9 28 6.8 14 13.0 7 12.3 8 7.4 
11 52 12.7 11 10.2 4 7.0 10 9.3 
12 19 4.6 1 0.9 1 1.8 2 1.9 
30 8 2.0 3 2.8 2 3.5 0 0.0 
Needs 1 1 0.2 2 1.9 1 1.8 1 0.9 
assessment 2 6 1.5 1 0.9 0 0.0 2 1.9 
8 4 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
19 82 20.0 12 11.1 8 14.0 12 11.1 
21 46 11.2 8 7.4 2 3.5 13 12.0 
26 12 2.9 2 1.9 3 5.3 1 0.9 
28 1 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 
32 6 1.5 2 1.9 0 0.0 2 1.9 
Context 3 4 1.0 1 0.9 3 5.3 1 0.9 
5 9 2.2 5 4.6 1 1.8 5 4.6 
10 7 1.7 6 5.6 2 3.5 0 0.0 
13 1 0.2 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
14 6 1.5 2 1.9 1 1.8 1 0.9 
17 1 0.2 0 0.0 1 1.8 1 0.9 
20 11 2.7 5 4.6 6 10.5 5 4.6 
®Key; 1=9,999 or less; 2=10,000 to 19,999; 3=20,000 to 49,999; and 
4=50,000 or more. 
Table 62. Continued 
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City size 
Origin 1 2 3 4 
Category no. No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Other 
Total 
23 26 6.3 11 10.2 6 10.5 13 12.0 
24 6 1.5 4 3.7 0 0.0 2 1.9 
25 4 1.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
33 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 0.9 
410 100.0 108 100.0 57 100.0 108 100.0 
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Table 63. Comparison of shared planning with individual major origins by 
number and percent 
Shared planning 
Category 
Origin 
no. 
No Yes 
No. % No. % 
History 6 6 1.2 1 0.5 
7 30 6.1 14 7.3 
22 7 1.4 6 3.1 
29 3 0.6 1 0.5 
Philosophy 15 21 4.3 7 3.6 
16 3 0.6 0 0.0 
18 2 0.4 4 2.1 
27 3 0.6 0 0.0 
31 4 0.8 3 1.6 
Operations 4 6 1.2 3 1.6 
9 44 9.0 13 6.7 
11 56 11.4 21 10.9 
12 9 1.8 14 7.3 
30 9 1.8 4 2.1 
Needs 1 4 0.8 1 0.5 
assessment 2 8 1.6 1 0.5 
8 3 0.6 1 0.5 
19 92 18.8 22 11.4 
21 55 11.2 14 7.3 
26 12 2.4 6 3.1 
28 1 0.2 1 0.5 
32 8 1.6 2 1.0 
Context 3 5 1.0 4 2.1 
5 11 2.2 9 4.7 
10 9 1.8 6 3.1 
13 1 0.2 0 0.0 
14 10 2.0 0 0.0 
17 1 0.2 2 1.0 
20 18 3.7 9 4.7 
23 35 7.1 21 10.9 
24 10 2.0 2 1.0 
25 4 0.8 0 0.0 
Other 33 0 0.0 1 0.5 
Total 490 100.0 193 100.0 
Table 64. Comparison of years employed with individual major origins by number and percent 
Years employed 
Category 
Or igin 
no. 
1-5 6-10 11-•15 16-20 21--32 
No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
History 6 3 1. 4 0 0. 0 3 2. 1 1 1. 3 0 0. 0 
7 11 5. ,3 11 7. 1 14 9. 7 5 6. 6 3 3. 0 
22 2 1. ,0 2 1. 3 5 3. 4 2 2. 6 2 2. 0 
29 0 0. ,0 3 1. 9 1 0. 7 0 0. 0 0 0. 0 
Philosophy 15 14 6. ,8 5 3. 2 4 2. 8 1 1. 3 4 4. 0 
16 2 1. 0 1 0. 6 0 0. ,0 0 0. ,0 0 0. ,0 
18 3 1. 4 1 0. ,6 2 1. ,4 . 0 0. 0 0 0. ,0 
27 2 1. 0 0 0. ,0 1 0. 7 0 0. 0 0 0. ,0 
31 4 1. 9 0 0. ,0 0 0. ,0 1 1. ,3 2 2. ,0 
Operations 4 8 3, .9 0 0. ,0 1 0. ,7 0 0. 0 0 0. 0 
9 12 5, .8 12 7. 7 16 11. 0 9 11. 8 8 8. 1 
11 33 15, .9 17 10. 9 10 6. 9 8 10. 5 9 9, ,1 
12 4 1, .9 5 3. 2 2 1. 4 10 13. 2 2 2, .0 
30 4 1 .9 2 1, .3 3 2, .1 1 1, .3 3 3, .0 
Needs 1 2 1 .0 1 0. 6 1 0. 7 0 0, .0 1 1, .0 
assessment 2 1 0 .5 1 0, .6 5 3, .4 2 2, .6 0 0, .0 
8 1 0 .5 1 0, .6 1 0, .7 1 1, .3 0 0, .0 
19 34 16 .4 32 20, ,5 27 18, .6 5 6 .6 16 16, .2 
21 15 7 .2 20 12 .8 9 6, .2 9 11 .8 16 16, .2 
26 5 2 .4 6 3 .8 3 2, .1 3 3 .9 1 1 .0 
28 0 0 .0 2 1, .3 0 0, .0 0 0 .0 0 0, .0 
32 4 1 .9 2 1, .3 1 0, .7 1 1 .3 2 2 .0 
Context 3 6 2 .9 1 0 .6 2 1 .4 0 0 .0 0 0 .0 
5 8 3 .9 4 2 .6 5 3 .4 1 1 .3 2 2 .0 
10 3 1 .4 2 1 .3 4 2 .8 0 0 .0 6 6 .1 
Table 64. Continued 
Years employed . 
Origin 1-5 6-10 11-15 16-20 21-32 
Category no. No. % No. % No. % No. % No. % 
Other 
Total 
13 1 0.5 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
14 2 1.0 2 1.3 1 0.7 3 3.9 2 2.0 
17 0 0.0 0 0.0 2 1.4 0 0.0 1 1.0 
20 5 2.4 9 5.8 5 3.4 4 5.3 4 4.0 
23 13 6.3 10 6.4 14 9.7 7 9.2 12 12.1 
24 3 1.4 2 1.3 3 2.1 2 2.6 2 2.0 
25 2 1.0 1 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 1 1.0 
33 0 0.0 1 0.6 0 0.0 0 0.0 0 0.0 
207 100.0 156 100.0 145 100.0 76 100.0 99 100.0 
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APPENDIX B. CORRESPONDENCE 
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Department of 
Home Economics Education 
219 Mac Kay Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-6444 
January 21, 1985 
Dear 
The Home Economics Education Department at Iowa State 
University is soliciting your approval to study origins 
of home economics extension programs in your state. 
The study is being conducted by Jan Scholl a former 
extension home economist in Montana. 
The objectives of the study are: 
1) to identify origins of extension home economics 
programs in the Midwest and to what extent these 
origins are representative of those outlined by Phillip 
Nowlen in Developing, Administering, and Evaluating 
Adult Education (1980). 
2) to compare program origins among extension home 
economists by; number of years of experience as an 
extension home economist or adult educator, full or 
part-time employment, degree, educational emphasis in 
home economics, educational emphasis of program, size 
of community and state. 
Little is known about the dynamics of how programs come 
about. Until recently, studies have shown a variety of 
philosophies regarding the origin of programs. Some 
point to the individual extension agent as the 
gatekeeper and initiator of local planning efforts. 
But even this agent is affected by state extension 
philosophy, history, societal concerns, legislation, 
and the numerous needs assessment results they are 
likely to utilize. 
This study should provide you with information on major 
programs useful in state planning efforts and provide 
insight to home economists about their planning style. 
We would like to randomly select 50 home economists 
involved in adult extension programs in your state. 
Each will be given a questionnaire to complete taking 
no more than 10 minutes of their time. A sample 
questionnaire is enclosed for your information. 
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Please feel free to contact us if you have any 
questions about this study: Jan Scholl (294-3250), 
Dr. Beavers (294-1234) or call the department office 
and leave your number for a return call. 
Please indicate your approval on the form below and 
mail it in the enclosed self-addressed stamped 
envelope by February 8, 1985. Also, please enclose a 
current list of extension home economists involved in 
adult programs and their addresses. Our thanks for 
your advanced consideration. 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Irene Beavers 
Professor 
Home Economics Education 
Jan Scholl 
Graduate Student 
vHome Economics Education 
IOWA STATE 
UNIVERSITY 
Department of 
Home Economics Education 
219 Mac Kay Hall 
Ames. Iowa 50011 
Telephone 515-294-6444 
February 1, 1985 
Dear 
Because of the lack of information surrounding the 
origins of extension programs, I am conducting a study 
to assess information in this area. Based on a review 
of literature and a model of origins proposed by 
Phillip Nowlen, the attached questionnaire has been 
developed. My purpose is to: 
1) Identify origins of home economics 
extension programs in the Midwest 
and the extent these origins are 
representative of Nowlen's model. 
2) Compare program origins among extension 
home economists by; number of years 
experience as an extension home economist 
or adult educator, full or part time 
employment, degree, educational 
emphasis in home economics, educational 
emphasis of program, size of community, 
and state. 
You are requested to review the questionnaire for its 
appropriateness to the objectives, for understanding, 
and ease of completion. 
Also, look at the list of origins and check their 
"fit" within Nowlen's 6 major content areas, his 
definitions, and examples (his article and a summary 
are enclosed). 
Do you see any discrepancies? 
Are there origins or main content areas that 
should be included? 
Are there some that are repetitive or redundant? 
Confusing? 
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Please make any comments that you think will assist in 
the development of the questionnaire before pretesting. 
If you have any questions concerning this study, please 
call Jan Scholl at 294-3250, Dr. Beavers at 294-1234, or 
call 294-6444 and leave word for a return call. 
Please return your comments in a campus envelope to: 
Jan Scholl, 219 MacKay Hall, by February 22, 1985 or as 
soon as possible. Thank you! 
Sincerely, 
Dr. Irene Beavers 
Professor 
Home Economics Education 
Jan/Schol1 
(Graduate Student 
Home Economics Education 
Enclosures (4) 
171 
PLEASE RETURN THIS FORM IN THE STAMPED SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE BY FEBRUARY 8, 
1985 to; 
Jan Scholl, Home Economics Education, 219 MacKay Hall, Iowa State University, 
Ames, lA 50010 
State 
I give my approval to conduct this study In our state 
Enclosed Is a current list of extension home economists. 
I am unable.to give my approval for this study_ 
Comments : 
(check here) 
y of the r Please send 
Signatu 
Signature kiCMlCÀJ Date 
Signature  ^  ^ Date " /JL" ^  
Slgnatur' Q Date 
\l-UUV\ AJU 
' -/ '4^  
&. jùCiTc'Ue.^ 'L^  Date Jt/// /jP^  
Please send a copy of the results of this study 
Signature^  
Please send 
Signature^  
Signature 
eij resists of this study 
as: '/yyiL/j^ ;' Date 
& Date 3 ' IS - ^ 6 
IOWA STATE 
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Department of 
Home Economics Education 
219MacKay Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
UNIVERSITY Telephone 515-294-6444 
April 1, 1985 
Dear 
Our thanks for granting permission to conduct the 
study on "Origins of Extension Home Economics 
Programs". Currently, the survey questionnaire is 
undergoing its final revision and we expect to be 
pretesting soon. 
Since we have had requests from several states 
that we sample less than 50 home economists, we 
have decided to do a proportional sample and 
survey 50% of the home economists in each state. 
This would amount to (number) home economists 
in (state) . 
We plan to conduct the survey in all seven states 
the first week in April. Again if you have 
questions or concerns, please feel free to contact 
us . 
Thank you again for your consideration and 
approva1. 
Sincerely, 
Irene Beavers 
Professor 
Home Economics Education 
Jan/Scho11 
G^duate Student 
Home Economics E ducation 
North Carolina State University 
School of Education 
School of Agriculture and Life Sciences 
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Department of Adult and Community College Education 
Box 7607, Raleigh, NC 27695-7607 February 18, 1985 
X Ms. Jan Scholl, Graduate Student 
Dr. Irene Beavers, Professor 
Home Economics Education 
219 MacKay Hall 
Iowa State University 
Ames, lA 50011 
Dear Ms. Scholl and Dr. Beavers: 
I am appreciative of your having shared with me a copy of the 
questionnaire that you plan to use in investigating origins of Extension 
Home Economics programs. I have reviewed Nowlen's "Concepts, Definitions, 
and Examples" and the origins that you generated. I have also read 
Mr. Nowlen's article entitled "Program Origins." After carefully reviewing 
these materials and your questionnaire, I believe that it is well 
constructed. I had no difficulty in using your origins and the questio­
nnaire in completing hypothetical responses to your instrument. I 
recommend that you proceed with the questionnaire as you have designed 
it. I would be most interested in receiving a copy of the findings 
of your study. Yours represents original research, and will be of 
much benefit to us in Adult Education. Thanks again for having included 
me in the review. 
Sincerely, 
dg^^^ Boone 
Assistant Director and Head 
Department of Adult and 
Community College Education 
EJB/gh 
Nor th  Caro l ina  Sta te  Un ivers i ty  is  Nor th  Caro l ina 's  or ig ina l  land-grant  ins t i tu t ion  
and is  a  const i tuent  ins t i tu t ion  o f  The Univers i ty  o f  Nor th  Caro l ina .  
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DEPARTMENT OF HOME ECONOMICS EDUCATION, 219 MACKAY HALL, 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY, AMES, IOWA 50011 (515) 294-6444 
Dear Extension Home Economist: 
This is a project to identify what influences extension 
home economics program planning decisions in seven 
midwestern states. Your state extension service has 
approved this project through 
We feel that information on the origin of program influence 
will be of value, not only to enhance state program 
planning, but that the results of this survey will also be 
of value to you in your program planning efforts. 
Please complete the following questions which should take 
only 10 minutes of your time. Because we are asking only 
a limited number of home economists in each state to 
respond, receiving every completed questionnaire is 
important to us. However, if you are unable to respond, 
please indicate this on the questionnaire and return it 
as soon as possible. 
You can be assured that every response will be confidential 
and general results will be made available. 
Please return this questionnaire by May 1. 1985 
Any questions may be directed to Jan Scholl (515-294-3250) 
between 8 AM and 1 PM Central Time, Monday through Friday. 
Our thanks in advance for your participation. 
Sincerely, 
Irene Beavers, Professor 
Home Economics Education 
(515) 294-1234 
jeiuyt' 
Jan/s cho11, Graduate 
Eome Economics Educa 
j^ l5) 294-3250 
S ll Student 
tion 
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PART I: PROFESSIONAL CHARACTERISTICS 
Directions: Answer the following questions by filling 
in the blank or by placing a circle around 
the response which best describes you. 
1. Number of years employed as a professional extension 
home economist or adult educator 
2. Specify present employment status: 
a. full time employment (40 hours or more per week in 
one or more counties) 
b. part time employment (anything less than 40 hours 
per week) 
3. Specify educational degree: 
a. Bachelor's 
b. Master's 
c. Other, please specify ; . 
4. Indicate your strongest educational emphasis in Home 
Economics other than Home Economics Education. This 
could be a major or minor area of home economics taken 
at a college or university or a group of related courses.) 
Select only one letter. 
a. Food and Nutrition 
b. Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
c. Clothing, Apparel, Textiles 
d. Consumer Education and Home Management 
e. Human Development and the Family 
f. General Home Economics; no particular emphasis 
g. Other, please describe . 
5. Home Economics emphasis in your work, if different from 
above . 
6. Size of city where your office is located. 
a. 9,999 or less 
b. 10,000 to 24,999 (If you work in several counties, 
c. 25,000 to 49,999 indicate where you spend the 
d. 50,000 or more majority of your office time.) 
7. Do you share adult extension home economics 
responsibilities with another home economist in your county? 
Yes No 
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PART II: ORIGINS OF EXTENSION HOME ECONOMICS PROGRAMS 
1. In the form below, list 3 adult extension programs that 
you will conduct this year for which you plan to spend 
20 or more days to complete. Note example below. 
Program 1 
Program 2 
Program 3 
2. After each program you have listed, in parentheses, list 
the letter of the home economics emphasis that best 
describes each program: 
a. Food and Nutrition 
b. Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
c. Clothing, Apparel, Textiles 
d. Consumer Education and Home Management 
e. Human Development and the Family 
f. General Home Economics; no particular emphasis 
3. Now look at the list on the enclosed card. Identify which 
of these are an applicable origin or origins for each 
of the programs you have listed. List as many as are 
appropriate for each program to the right of the 
parentheses. 
4. Of all the origins you have listed for each program, 
circle the major origins for each program. The major 
origin is the one which first indicated to you the idea 
for the program. Circle only one major origin for each 
program. 
Example: 
Program 1 Nutrition Education (a) 
Program 2 Clothing Construction (c)f31 ©
Program 3 Buying a Home (e) 13, 
Thank you for completing this questionnaire. Mail it in the 
enclosed self-addressed and stamped envelope to: Jan Scholl 
219 MacKay Hall, Iowa State University, Ames, lA 50010 
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ORIGINS 
1. Bestilc of a teat or pretest given to an Individual or grcup. 
2. Study of organizational and census data; enrollment traids. 
3. Availability of an outstanding speaker, specialist, faculty menber, resource person, 
laboratory (i.e. legislature in-session), other equipment or facility. 
A. Adopted after examining successfiil prograns of others. 
5. Ideas gained through travel or a new experience, perhaps a visit or talk by 
someone outside the cccsuiity; a training meeting, state or national conference. 
6. Careful reflection or study of the traditions and purpose of the Extension Service. 
7. The ptugiaiii has been inportant in our area for seme time and there is a general 
feeling that it should be continued. 
8. Gleaned from current research in a topic area. 
9. A spin-off feom a pimgram or the result of any part of the program plaming process; 
pediaps because of an evaluation at the end of a neeting. 
10. Collaboration with practitioners from other agencies who have special expertise. 
11. Bequests or questions of Indiviual clients and client grcwps. 
12. Reoonmended by a program coordinator or supervisor. 
13. Scanning the media for ideas: tv, newspapers, magazines, radio call-in programs, etc. 
14. Survey of resources and resource people in the coonmity. 
15. My own philosophy, personal or professional interest, or something I thou^ it would be 
of interest or solve a problem. 
16. hV own philosophy of what extension should be doing. 
17. Reconmaided by an influential or legitiraLzer in the comiunity. 
18. Influmced by seme aspect of the home economics profession: a past coarse, a 
reloiown professional; philosophies related to home economics. 
19. Reoomnaidations from an advisory committee. 
20. Aialysis of a particular life stage or a special needs group. 
21. Result of a needs assessmmt procedure, interest inventory, questixxmaire, telephoie 
survey, delphi technique, interview, etc. 
22. Legislative mandates or guidelines of the state or federal level. 
23. P°rv,gn<Hnn of political, economic, or social trends in the camunity or nation. 
24. Availability of a prepared instructional packet, newsletter, brochure, film, 
correspondence course, or ccnçwter software. 
25. Availability of a grant or scholarship; suggestions by a finding source. 
26. Evaluation of previous program efforts. 
27. From a subject matter or a curriculun orientation. 
28. A diagiosis by experts. 
29. Based cn a history of interagency cooperation. 
30. Collaboration with ccuorkers or home econonists in a nearby county. 
31. Based on a philosophy of education or extension. 
32. Result of an informal discussion and/or an observed incidence in the camunity. 
33. Other fspecifal 
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Coding Plan for Analysis 
Column Number Meaning of Code 
7 State; 1 - Iowa 
2 - South Dakota 
3 - Nebraska 
4 - Minnesota 
5 - Illinois 
6 - Wisconsin 
7 - Missouri 
8, 9 Identification Number 
10,11 Years Employed 
12 Type of Employment: 
0 - part-time 
1 - full-time 
13 Education Degree: 
0 - master's degree 
1 - bachelor's degree 
2 - other 
14 Educational Emphasis of the 
Home Economist: 
0 - other 
1 - food and nutrition 
2 - housing, home furnishing, 
and equipment 
3 - clothing, apparel, and textiles 
4 - consumer education and home 
management 
5 - human development and the family 
6 - general home economics 
15 Difference in Educational Emphasis 
and Work Emphasis: 
0 - no 
1 - yes 
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Meaning of Code 
Work Emphasis of the Home Economist: 
0 - other 
1 - food and nutrition 
2 - housing, home furnishing, 
and equipment 
3 - clothing, apparel, and textiles 
4 - consumer education and home 
management 
5 - human development and the family 
6 - general home economics 
City Size Location of Home 
Economist's Office: 
1 - 9,999 or less 
2 - 10,000 to 24,999 
3 - 25,000 to 49,999 
4 - 50,000 or more 
Planning Responsibility Shared by 
Another Home Economist in the Same 
County: 
0 - no 
1 - yes 
Home Economics Emphasis in 
Program One: 
0 - other 
1 - food and nutrition 
2 - housing, home furnishing, 
and equipment 
3 - clothing, apparel, and textiles 
4 - consumer education and home 
management 
5 - human development and the family 
6 - general home economics 
7 - leadership 
8 - health 
9 - farm family crisis 
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Column Number Meaning of Code 
20 Home Economics Emphasis in 
Program Two: 
0 - other 
1 - food and nutrition 
2 - housing, home furnishing, 
and equipment 
3 - clothing, apparel, and textiles 
4 - consumer education and home 
management 
5 - human development and the family 
6 - general home economics 
7 - leadership 
8 - health 
9 - farm family crisis 
Program Three: 
0 - other 
1 - food and nutrition 
2 - housing, home furnishing, 
and equipment 
3 - clothing, apparel, and textiles 
4 - consumer education and home 
management 
5 - human development and the family 
6 - general home economics 
7 - leadership 
8 - health 
9 - farm family crisis 
21 Home Economics Emphasis in 
22,23 Major Origin of Program One 
(same as 24,25) 
24,25 Major Origin of Program Two 
(same as 26,27) 
26,27 Major Origin of Program Three 
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1 — Result o£ a test or pretest given to an individual or group. 
2 — Study of organizational and census data; enrollment trends. 
3 — Availability of an outstandinc speaker, specialist, faculty maiber, resource person, 
laboratory (i.e. legislature in-session), other equipoant or. facility. 
4 — Adt^ ted after examining successful programs of others. 
5 — Ideas gained through travel or a new experience, perhaps a visit or talk by 
someone outside the connunity; a training meeting, state or national conference. 
6 - Careful reflection or study of the traditions and purpose of the Bctension Service. 
7 — The ptograiii has been inportant in our area for sane time and there is a gaieral 
feeling that it shnild be continued. 
8 — Gleaned from current research In a topic area. 
9 — A spin-off from a piugraui or the result of any part of the program planning process; 
perhaps because of an evaluation at the end of a meeting. 
10 — Collaboration with practitioners from odier agencies have special expertise. 
11 — Requests or questions of indiviual clients and client groups. 
12 — Becnrnnended by a program coordinator or supervisor. 
13— Scanning the media for ideas; tv, newspapers, magazines, radio call-in programs, etc. 
14 — Survey of resources and resource people in the oocmzilty. 
15 - My own philosophy, personal or professional interest, or something I thcugjit would be 
' of interest or solve a problem. 
16 — own philosophy of what extension should be doing. 
17 — Reoomnmded by an influential or legitiim zer in the community. 
18 — Influaiced by some aspect of the home econcnd.cs profession; a past course, a 
relmotn professional; philosophies related to hooe economics. 
19 — Reoomnendations from an advisory ooamitcee. 
20 — Analysis of a particular life stage or a special needs group. 
21 — Result of a needs assessment procedure, interest inventory, questiomaire, telephone 
survey, delphi technique, interview, etc. 
22 - Legislative mandates or guidelines of the state or federal level. 
23.— Recognition of political, economic, or social trends in the camunlty or nation. 
24 — Availability of a prepared instructional packet, newsletter, brochure, film, 
correspondence course, or conputer software. 
25 - Availability of a grant or scholarship; suggestions by à funding source. 
2Û — Evaluation of previous program efforts. 
27 — From a subject matter or a curriculim orientation. 
28 — A diagnosis by experts. 
29 — Based cn a history of interagency cooperation. 
30 — Collaboration with ccMrkers or home economists in a nearby county. 
31 — Eased cn a philosophy of education or extension. 
32 — Result of an informal discussion and/or an observed incidence in the camunity. 
33 — Other (specify) 
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Coding of Origins as Dichotomies 
The home economists had the option to mark as many or as few of the 
origins for each of the three programs they listed. To code these 
multiple response items, each category was viewed as a separate question 
to which the respondent answered "yes" or "no" (Orllch et al., 1981). 
Columns were left blank when the origin was not selected by the home 
economist and were coded "1" when selected. 
Origin Program 1 Program 2 Program 3 
Number Column No. Column No. Column No. 
1 28 61 103 
2 29 62 104 
3 30 63 105 
4 31 64 106 
5 32 65 107 
6 33 66 108 
7 34 67 109 
8 35 68 110 
9 36 69 111 
10 37 70 112 
11 38 71 113 
12 39 72 114 
13 40 73 115 
14 41 74 116 
15 42 75 117 
16 43 76 118 
17 44 77 119 
18 45 78 120 
19 46 79 121 
20 47 80 122 
21 48 90 123 
22 49 91 124 
23 50 92 125 
24 51 93 126 
25 52 94 127 
26 53 95 128 
27 54 96 129 
28 55 97 130 
29 56 98 131 
30 57 99 132 
31 58 100 133 
32 59 101 134 
33 60 102 135 
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Coding of Individual Origins into Categories of Origin 
To prevent potential bias in answering the questionnaire, the 32 
origins, written to represent Nowlen's five categories, were randomized 
for the pretest and the final study. Below is the "key" to this 
randomization. 
Categories Individual Origins 
History 6, 7, 22, 29 
Philosophy 15, 16, 18, 27, 31 
Operations 4, 9, 11, 12, 30 
Needs Assessment 1, 2, 8, 19, 21, 26, 28, 32 
Context 3, 5, 10, 13, 14, 17, 20, 23, 24, 25 
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List of State Leaders of Home Economics 
Granting Permission for the Study 
Dr. Lawrence O'Reilly 
Assistant Director, Home Economics 
Illinois Cooperative Extension Service 
University of Illinois 
Urbana, Illinois 
Dr. Elizabeth Elliott 
State Leader, Home Economics 
Iowa Cooperative Extension Service 
Iowa State University 
Ames, Iowa 
Dr. Shirley Baugher 
Assistant Director 
Home Economics - Family Living 
Minnesota Cooperative Extension Service 
University of Minnesota 
St. Paul, Minnesota 
Dr. Gail Imig 
Director of Home Economics 
Missouri Cooperative Extension Service 
University of Missouri 
Columbia, Missouri 
Dr. Roberta Sward 
Assistant Director, Home Economics 
Nebraska Cooperative Extension Service 
University of Nebraska 
Lincoln, Nebraska 
Dr. Barbara Froke 
Director of Home Economics 
South Dakota Cooperative Extension Service 
South Dakota State University 
Brookings, South Dakota 
Dr. Jane Voichlck 
State Program Leader 
Family Living Education 
Wisconsin Cooperative Extension Service 
University of Wisconsin 
Madison, Wisconsin 
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Location of Illinois Home Economists 
In the Selected Sample 
Cambridge Watseka Belleville 
Qulncy Murphysboro Harrisburg 
Greenville Jerseyville Toulon 
Princeton Elizabeth Mt. Carmel 
Hardin Vienna Carmi 
Mt. Carroll St. Charles Joliet 
Virginia Kankakee Eureka 
Champaign Galesburg (2) Grayslake (2) 
Marshall Louisville Amboy 
Breese Pontiac (2) Charleston 
Woodstock Chicago Bloomington 
Rolling Meadows Decatur Robinson 
Carlinville Toledo Edwardsville 
De Kalb Metropolis Wheaton (2) 
Petersburg Paris Aledo 
Effingham Waterloo Vandalia 
Jacksonville (2) Benton Sullivan 
Lewistown Oregon Ridgeway 
Belvidere Carrollton Peoria 
McLeansboro Pinckneyville Stronghurst 
Mounds 
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Location of Iowa Home Economists 
in the Selected Sample 
Vinton 
Oakland 
Harlan 
Osceola 
Winterset 
Creston 
De Witt 
Burlington 
Donnellson 
Muscatine 
Bettendorf (2) 
Guthrie Center 
Newton 
Des Moines 
Dubuque 
Fayette 
Manchester 
Boone 
Rockwell City 
Fort Dodge 
Mason City 
Hampton 
Fairfield 
Oskaloosa 
Knoxville 
Sioux City 
Spencer 
Estherville 
Primghar 
Emmetsburg 
Waterloo (2) 
Independence 
New Hampton 
Grundy Center 
Toledo 
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Location of Minnesota Home Economists 
in the Selected Sample 
Duluth Virginia 
Plymouth Ada 
Madison Jordan 
Luveme Rochester 
Wlllmar Waseca 
Litchfield Hinkley 
Long Prarle Waconia 
Winona Wheaton 
Wadena Warren 
Plymouth Austin 
Worthlngton Minneapolis 
Bagley St. James 
Mcintosh Red Wing 
Walker Milaca 
Anoka Perham 
Redwood Falls Alexandria 
Buffalo Bemldjl 
Bralnerd Breckenrldge 
Lake Elmo Cambridge 
St. Paul Marshall 
Elbow Lake Fergus Falls 
Dodge Center Mahnomen 
Gaylord 
193 
Location of Missouri Home Economists 
in the Selected Sample 
Marshall 
Perryville 
Harrisonville 
Trenton 
Lancaster 
Farmington 
California 
Montgomery City 
Warrenton 
Rock Port 
Ste. Genevieve 
Jackson 
Liberty 
Carrollton 
St. Charles 
Clayton 
Palmyra 
Lamar 
Poplar Bluff 
Unionville 
Tuscumbia 
RoUa 
Edina 
Columbia 
New Madrid 
Shelbyville 
Platte City 
West Plains 
Kahoka 
St. Joseph 
Linneus 
Owensville 
Steelville 
Carthage 
Salem 
Maysville 
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Location of Nebraska Home Economists 
in the Selected Sample 
Albion Aurora 
Tekamah Fairbury 
David City (2) Lincoln (2) 
Imperial Battle Creek 
Valentine Syracuse 
Clay Center Pawnee City 
Nelson Holdrege 
Broken Bow Pierce 
Concord Wilbur 
Omaha (2) Papillon 
Benkelman Gerlng 
Beaver City Loofborrow 
Beatrice Stanton 
Burwell Blair 
Grand Island (2) Thedford 
Tecumsch 
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Location of South Dakota Home Economists 
In the Selected Sample 
Huron Alexandria 
Martin Pierre 
Aberdeen Hlghmore 
Fourche De Smet 
Lake Andes Spearflsh 
Clark Kennebec 
Watertown Sturgls 
Mcintosh Sioux Falls 
Mitchell Redfleld 
Clear Lake McLaughlin 
Ipswich Parker 
Haytl Mobridge 
Dupree 
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Location of Wisconsin Home Economists 
In the Selected Sample 
Ashland Appleton 
Washburn Durand 
Alma Sturtevant 
Chilton Richland Center 
Neillsvllle Ladysmith 
Madison Baraboo 
Sturgeon Bay Shawano (2) 
Superior Medford 
Eagle River Viroqua 
Fond du Lac Elkhorn 
Lancaster Spooner 
Dodgeville West Bend 
Hurley Waukesha (2) 
Jefferson Waupaca 
Kenosha Wautoma 
La Crosse Oshkosh 
Darlington Wausau 
Wauwatosa (2) Sparta 
Oconto 
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List of Experts 
Dr. Ed Boone, Head, Adult and Community Education, 117 Ricks Hall, North 
Carolina State University, Raleigh, North Carolina 
Dr. Elizabeth Elliott, Associate Dean, Home Economics-Extension, Iowa 
State University, Ames, Iowa 
Dr. W. John Johnson, Assistant Dean and Director, University Extension, 
Iowa State University, Ames, Iowa 
Dr. Roger Lawrence, Professor, Adult and Continuing Education, Iowa State 
University, Ames, Iowa 
Dr. John Wilson, Professor, Adult and Continuing Education, Iowa State 
University, Ames, Iowa 
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Programs Reported by Home Economists 
in Illinois 
Food and Nutrition 
Basic nutrition for the elderly 
Community health 
Efficient use of microwave 
Food and nutrition 
Food lessons 
Food preparation 
Food preservation - master 
preserver (6) 
Food safety and sanitation 
Food shopping 
General nutrition 
Herbs 
Microwave meals/microwave 
newsletter 
Microwave workshop series 
Nutrition 
Nutrition and weight control (2) 
Nutrition education (19) 
Nutrition for the older American 
Nutrition for pregnant teens 
Special diets 
Understanding diabetes 
Update food and nutrition 
Weight control (2) 
Woman, Infants, Children program 
Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
Back to basics skills workshops Housing equipment 
Home decorating Maxi decorating on a mini budget 
Home improvement/renovation Pillow/tablecovers 
Housing (2) 
Clothing, Apparel, Textiles 
Beginning sewing classes 
Caring for clothing 
Children and money lessons 
Clothing, apparel (2) 
Clothing construction (3) 
Clothing selection 
Making color work for you 
Pattern alterations 
Recycling clothing 
Sewing classes 
Sewing for profit 
Sewing techniques 
Soil and stain removal 
Tailoring 
Wardrobe coordination 
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Illinois Programs (cont.) 
Consumer Education and Home Management 
Budgeting 
Budget planning 
Consumer economics 
Consumer education (4) 
Consumer Sense fact sheets 
Decision making 
Economic planning 
Family financial management (2) 
Family resource management (2) 
Financial education 
Financial management and budgeting 
Financial planning 
Important papers 
Independent living 
"Know your rights" series 
Legal rights of women and the 
value of a homemaker 
Legal rights of women: 
Perspective of '80s 
Living on less 
Senior citizen consumer 
information 
Wise choices of physicians, 
dentists, and health services 
Human Development 
Blended family series 
Coping with grade school-aged 
children 
Early parent education 
Family 
Family affair 
Family communications 
Family life (2) 
Family life communication 
Family planning for teens 
Family relations 
Family strengths 
Family stress 
Family support systems 
Handling stress in families 
and the Family 
Kids on their own - latch key 
program (2) 
Mother's seminar 
Parenting (3) 
Parent's self-study 
Parent's support group 
Parents-too-soon project 
Senior citizens' newsletters 
Single parent support group (2) 
Single parenting/blended 
families (2) 
Survival skills for children 
Together: Parent/child sex 
education 
Understanding ourselves 
and others 
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Illinois Programs (cont.) 
Alcohol/awareness 
Computers in your life 
Crime prevention 
Dealing with abuse 
General home economics 
Health and safety 
Health and wellness 
Health care - networking 
Health education 
Home economics update 
Other 
Home Extension Association 
lessons and activities 
Homemaker's camps 
Homemaker's fair 
Leadership development (2) 
Marketing 
Public policy 
Small business 
Small business management 
Starting a business at home 
Wellness life style 
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Programs Reported by Home Economists 
in Iowa 
Food and Nutrition 
Culinary hearts kitchen 
Expanded food and nutrition 
program (5) 
Family nutrition 
Food and nutrition (2) 
Food preservation 
Health and nutrition 
Human nutrition and 
wellness (5) 
Human wellness 
Nutrition and wellness (3) 
Nutrition education and 
wellness 
Nutrition (2) 
Nutrition education (5) 
Nutrition and fitness 
Using reliable nutrition 
information 
Low-cost foods 
Food costs 
More food for your money 
Eating trim (2) 
Weight control (2) 
Weight control for overweight 
parents and youth 
Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
Energy conservation Housing (2) 
Clothing, Apparel, Textiles 
Textiles and clothing Clothing workshop 
Consumer Education and Home Management 
Community resources for 
families 
Consumer money management (2) 
Cutting family living costs 
Family financial management 
Financial management (2) 
Financial management through 
the life cycle 
Making sound medical choices 
Record keeping 
Resource management 
Volunteer budget counseling 
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Iowa Programs (cont.) 
Human Development 
Building family strengths (2) 
Family/individual strengths 
and relationships 
Maximizing family strengths (4) 
Strengthening family life (2) 
Child care giver inservice 
Child development and the 
family 
Elderly (2) 
and the Family 
Family and parenting 
Family day care (3) 
Family time together 
Latch key children (2) 
Parent-child interaction program 
Parent-child relations (2) 
Positive parenting 
Working families 
Other 
Aging 
Aging volunteers to teach 
skills to youth 
ASSIST - stress and financial 
management for farm families 
(6) 
Share ourselves learning network 
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Programs Reported by Home Economists 
in Minnesota 
Food and Nutrition 
Choosing the best nutrition 
for your dollar 
Cooking with less sugar 
County health days 
Food and nutrition (2) 
Food consultant programs 
Food preservation (3) 
Food preservation consultants 
Food safety 
How adults learn meal planning 
Inservice food and nutrition 
education 
Nutrition (2) 
Nutrition education (9) 
Nutrition and young families 
Nutrition for athletes 
Nutrition sense 
Weight control education 
Wise weight watching 
Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
Remodeling, retrofitting 
Clothing, Apparel, Textiles 
Clothing and textiles Wardrobe planning 
Recycling textiles Wardrobe versatility 
Sewing as a home business 
Consumer Education and Home Management 
Budget consultant 
Consumerism 
Consumer education - living 
with less 
Consumer education -
telephone answering (2) 
Family financial management (3) 
Family resource management 
Financial management 
Financial planning 
Financial program (low income) 
Financial program for young 
people 
Getting control of your finances 
High cost of dying 
Living resourcefully (2) 
Record keeping 
Resource management (4) 
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Minnesota ProRrams (cont.) 
Human Development and the Family 
Adult children of alcoholics 
Employed parents program 
Family development - (senior 
citizen education) 
Family/parent education 
Family relationships 
Parenting 
Parenting education (3) 
Parenting education workshop 
Positive parenting 
Building self-esteem (2) 
Business development 
Extension home study groups (2) 
Health awareness 
Helping people through loss and 
change 
Home economics program review 
Other 
Leadership (2) 
Leadership development (2) 
Living healthfully (2) 
PROJECT SUPPORT - farm crisis 
management 
Situation analysis 
Stress management (3) 
Stress on the farm 
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Programs Reported by Home Economists 
in Missouri 
Food and Nutrition 
Are you losing the calcium race? 
Eat slim - weight control 
Dietary guidelines and nutrition 
Food preservation (2) 
Nutrinomics 
Nutrition education 
Preservation 
Supermarket strategy 
The prudent diet 
Weight control 
Weight control through diet 
and exercise 
Housing, 
Energy programs (5) 
Housing options (2) 
Interior design short course 
Major Energy Conserver (4) 
Design, Equipment 
New developments in housing 
technology 
Remodeling (2) 
Saving energy in churches 
Clothing, 
Altering ready-to-wear 
Child's clothes 
Clothing alterations (3) 
Clothing construction (2) 
Color and wardrobe analysis (2) 
Fit and pattern alterations 
Maintaining clothing safety 
(pesticide contaminated) 
Apparel, Textiles 
Master teacher - home sewing (2) 
Ready-to-wear alterations 
Tailoring (2) 
Time-saving sewing 
Quilting by machine 
Wardrobe management 
Consumer Education and Home Management 
Budget workshop 
Consumer decision making 
Family budgeting 
Family financial management (2) 
Financial management 
Home management 
Household record keeping 
Insurance (2) 
Law 
Living better and liking it 
Time management (2) 
208 
Missouri Programs (cont.) 
Human Development and the Family 
Adult day care 
Care options for the elderly 
Child development (2) 
Enjoying your child more 
Husband and wife In the 
middle years 
Latch key children 
Marriage enrichment 
Parent education 
Parenting 
Stress 
Stress management 
Validation therapy (2) 
(Care of disoriented 
elderly) 
Extension homemakers (2) 
Farm and family stress 
Leadership development (2) 
Learning for a lifetime 
Other 
MEHA programming (2) 
Self-help health care 
Small family farm program 
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Programs Reported by Home Economists 
in Nebraska 
Food and Nutrition 
Baking basics 
Diet/health education 
Food and fitness (2) 
Food preservation 
Food preservation master-
canner program 
Food preservation workshop 
Foods and food preservation 
Foods preparation on local 
Cable TV 
Holiday foods workshop 
International foods 
Meal-ln-a-bag 
Microwave program 
Nutrition (2) 
Nutrition and health 
Nutrition education (2) 
Nutrition education - microwave, 
oriental, dieting 
Weight control through behavior 
change 
Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
Draperies - window treatments Housing 
Energy conservation - windows Planning ahead for the holidays 
Handy man's newsletter Warm windows 
Home environment Window management 
Home remodeling 
Clothing, Apparel, Textiles 
Accessories 
Beginning clothing construction 
Clothing construction - pants 
fitting 
Clothing construction - sewing 
shortcuts 
Clothing workshops 
(2) Construction workshops 
Dressing for job interviews 
T-shirts for tots 
Tailoring touches 
Consumer Education and Home Management 
Consumer education programs 
Consumer quiz 
Family finances and estate 
planning 
Financial management 
Financial management seminar 
Living resourcefully (3) 
Time/resource management 
210 
Nebraska Programs (cont«) 
Human Development and the Family 
Building family strengths (3) Parent-child interaction 
Family life conference training (2) 
Family life education Parent education 
Family well-being (4) Personal and family well-being 
"Latch key" newsletter Personal development 
Listening with your hearts Women and the world 
as well as your ears 
Other 
Community rural development Organizing and maintaining home 
Farm stress issues (3) extension club program 
Health for women organizations (2) 
Home-based business (2) Stress reduction in family life 
Increasing volunteerism Stress workshop 
Training lesson leaders 
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Programs Reported by Home Economists 
in South Dakota 
Food and Nutrition 
Bread workshops 
Diet/nutrition 
Eating and cooking light 
Fall food show 
Food and fitness (2) 
Food and nutrition 
Food, medicine, and you (2) 
Food preparation skills 
Food preservation 
Foods for limited Income 
Health, fitness, and nutrition 
Indepth nutrition, fitness, and 
health 
Microwave cookery (3) 
Nutrition education (2) 
The fats of life 
Weight-off nutritionally 
Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
Household plumbing repairs Wall/window treatments 
Reupholstery 
Clothing, Apparel, Textiles 
Actionwear and tailoring Selecting and sewing actionwear 
Basic clothing construction Sewing actionwear 
Clothing construction (2) Shortcut sewing 
Clothing construction workshop Tailoring 
Pants pattern alterations (3) Time-saving tailoring (3) 
Consumer Education and Home Management 
Christmas on a shoestring Financial management (2) 
Consumer education Management seminar 
Family resource management 
Human Development and the Family 
Employed parent seminar 
Family communication (2) 
Latch key children (2) 
Parenting 
Single parent concerns 
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South Dakota Programs (cont.) 
Fitness/health 
Fitness for the health of it (2) 
Gardening 
Healthy living 
Helping Johnny learn 
Other 
Physical fitness 
Self-motivation and leadership 
in women and teens 
Stress management 
Volunteer teaching 
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Programs Reported by Home Economists 
in Wisconsin 
Food and Nutrition 
Cooking for one 
Diet and disease 
relationships (2) 
Diet and fitness 
Foods 
Food and fitness 
Food and nutrition (4) 
Food management 
Food preservation (4) 
Hurry-up meals 
Master food preserver 
Meal management 
Nutrition education (4) 
Nutrition for adults 
Shopping for families on 
special diets 
Update in nutrition 
Weight control/nutrition 
Housing, Interior Design, Equipment 
Cooperative housing Using new and old 
Interior design 
Consumer Education and Home Management 
Consumer day 
Consumer education (3) 
Consumer resources management (3) 
Family finances 
Family financial management (3) 
Family productivity (2) 
Family resources and development 
Financial counseling 
Financial fitness 
Financial management (2) 
HMO; New options in health 
insurance 
Marital property reform 
Money management 
One-on-one financial counseling 
Shopping strategies 
Strategies on survival 
programs (2) 
Tax workshops 
214 
Wisconsin Programs (cont.) 
Human Development 
De-stresslng the family 
Family communications 
Family day program 
Family development 
Family growth and human development 
Family productivity 
Family relationships 
Family relationships - elderly 
emphasis 
and the Family 
Human development 
Human development/relationships 
Human potential 
Minority family camping project 
Parenting 
Parenting education 
Strengthening families 
Teen pregnancies 
Working families, farm families 
Developing self-esteem 
Family health (2) 
Family health focus 
Farm family crisis (4) 
Leadership (4) 
Leadership development (9) 
Leadership development and 
public policy 
Other 
Leadership development -
extension homemakers 
Leadership development for women 
Leadership training 
Mini-college 
Stress management (3) 
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Philip Nowlen's Concepts, Definitions, 
and Examples 
History; 
Programs resulting from an analysis of adult education agency's program 
goals and directions. 
1. Historical literature on adult education 
2. Agency objectives and traditions 
3. Founding documents of an agency 
4. Agency history and plans for the future 
5. Mandates given by agency or legislation 
6. Interinstitutlonal cooperation 
7. Spoken and unspoken rules of procedure 
8. Programs conducted In a community as a part of tradition. 
Philosophy; 
Assumptions and values expressed in the literature and current thinking 
that affect the origin of program. 
Operations; 
The program development process serves to generate a wealth of potential 
new program ideas. Unanticipated questions and Issues may arise in the 
course of an educational activity signaling possible program ideas to 
participants and planner. Ideas are generated from individuals and 
groups. 
1. Scanning materials from other programs noting potential spinoffs from 
current programs 
2. Summarizing current efforts 
3. Conversation from colleagues 
4. Suggestions from academic sources, specialists, experts 
5. Program topics listed on evaluation forms after meetings 
6. Requests from clients and client groups 
7. Refining ideas may develop into ideas for other programs. 
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Context ; 
1. Analysis of agency In its various contexts: 
a. Professional interests and values of program planners, 
legitimizers, specialists 
b. Ideas gained through travel or some new experiences 
c. Survey of resources and outside resource people 
d. Social, political, and economic trends 
2. Analysis of adult contexts and roles (life stages) 
3. Efforts by others in service area 
4. Links between client systems and resource systems (scanning the media) 
5. Availability of grants 
6. Availability of outstanding faculty, laboratory, museum, or library 
7. Collaborating with practitioners from other agencies who have special 
expertise. 
Needs Assessment! 
Determine quality of need through diagnostic procedures. Needs may be 
general or specific, objective or subjective, felt or unknown, wants or a 
diagnosed deficiency, setting needs, individual, group, organization, or 
societal needs. 
1. Offering a series of programs to see who enrolls 
2. Studying enrollment trends over the years 
3. Interest inventory, performance review, questionnaires, interviews, 
group problem analysis, advisory committees, reports and records, 
organizational and census data, photographs, observation, tests 
4. Experts familiar with a category of adults (hard-to-reach) to estimate 
their needs. 
